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SENATE

Fripay, May 18, 1956
(Legislative day of Monday, May 7, 1956)

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Merciful Father, whose faithfulness is
constant, with all our fickleness, whose
forgiveness outlasts all our transgres-
slons against Thy holy love, we bemoan
the delusions which so often have led
us to mistake shadows for substance; we
confess that by false pride in our own
achieving we have been lulled into cush-
ioned optimism. Now, with jarred and
jolted minds, we see the whole circle of
the world grown somber and terrible with
suspicion and conflict, with rumors of
war, and with the smoke of a judgment
which engulfs us all.

In this testing day when Thou art
sifting out the souls of men before Thy
judgment seat, give us that penitence
for our own sins, that contempt for our
own prejudices, that hatred for our
own hate, that shall enable us to put on
the whole armor of God as we fight
for the emancipation of the downtrod-
den and exploited, and against the
rulers of the darkness of this world,
against spiritual wickedness in high
places. We ask it in the dear Redeem-
er's name. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT FRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D. C., May 18, 1956.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. JoHN C. STENNIS, a Senator
from the State of Mississippi, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.
WaLTER F. GEORGE,
President pro tempore.

Mr. STENNIS thereupon  took - the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. JounsoN of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Tliursday. May 17, 1956, was dispensed
with.

e —

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, notified the Senate that Hon.
JouN W. McCorMACK, a Representative
from the State of Massachusetts, had
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been elected Speaker pro tempore dur-
ing the absence of the Speaker.

The message announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 3073) to
provide for an adequate and economi-
cally sound transportation system or
systems to serve the District of Colum-
bia and its environs, and for other pur-
poses, with amendments, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that
the House had passed, without amend-
ment, the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
166) to designate the dam and reservoir
to be constructed on the lower Cumber-
land River, Ky., as Barkley Dam and
Lake Barkley, respectively.

The message further announced that
the House insisted upon its amendments
to the bill (S. 2972) to punish the willful
damaging or destroying of aircraft and
attempts to damage or destroy aircraft,
and for other purposes, disagreed to by
the Senate; agreed to the conference
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that
Mr. Harris, Mr. WiLLiams of Mississippi,
Mr. WiLris, Mr, WOLVERTON, and Mr.
CRUMPACKER were appointed managers on
the part of the House at the conference.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H. R. 7186) to provide for
the review and determination of claims
for the return of lands, in the Territory
of Hawaii, conveyed to the Government
during World II by organizations com-
posed of persons of Japanese ancestry,
and it was signed by the Acting President
pro tempore.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. JounsoN of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the follow-
ing committees were authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today:

The subcommittee of the Committee
on the Judiciary considering Senate bill
3143.

The Subcommittee on the Air Force
of the Committee on Armed Services.

The Internal Security Subcommittee
of the Committee on the Judiciary.

The Subcommittee on Health of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of executive business,
and act on nominations on the Execu-
tive Calendar under the heading “New
Reports.”

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting several nominations, which
were referred to the appropriate com-
mittees, :
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(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If there be no reports of commit-
tees, the nominations on the Executive
Calendar, under the heading “New Re-
ports” will be stated.

NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING
COMMISSION

‘The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Walter Bedell Smith, general, United
States Army, retired, to be a member of
the National Security Training Commis-
sion.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina~-
tion is confirmed.

IN THE ARMY

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Army.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
nominations in the Army be considered
en bloe.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations in the
Army will be considered en bloe, and,
without objection, they are confirmed.

IN THE NAVY

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Navy.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas., Mr. Presi-
dent, I make the same request with re-
spect to nominations in the Navy.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions in the Navy will be considered en
bloe, and, without objection, they are
confirmed.

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE VICE
PRESIDENT'S DESK

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
nominations in the Regular Army of the
United States, in the Regular Air Force,
and in the Navy, reported from the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, and placed on
the Vice President’s desk without being
printed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
nominations be considered en bloe.

The ACTING FPRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions will be considered en bloc, and,
without objection, they are confirmed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the President be imme-
diately notified of the nominations to-
day confirmed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the President
will be notified forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate resume the
consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.
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COMMITTEE SERVICE

On motion of Mr. JounsoN of Texas,
and by us consent, it was

Ordered, That the Senator from Illinols
[Mr. Doucras] be excused from further serv=-
ice as a member of the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, and that he be assigned
to service on the Committee on Finance; and

That the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Long] be excused from further service as a
member of the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, and that he be assigned to
service on the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
may be the usual morning hour for the
presentation of petitions and memorials,
the introduction of bills, and the transac-
tion of other routine business, subject to
& 2-minute limitation on statements.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indicated:

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL TRADE DEVEL=
OPMENT AND ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1954

A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1854, as amend-
ed, so as to increase the amount authorized
to be appropriated for purposes of title L
of the act, and for other purposes (with an
accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

REPORT OF AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT
STATIONS

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report on the agricultural experiment sta-
tions, for the year 1955 (with an accompany-
ing report) ; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

VALIDATION OF PAYMENTS IN SETTLEMENT OF
ACCRUED LEAVE MADE TO CERTAIN MEMBERS
OF ARMY AND AIR FORCE

A letter from the Secretary of the Air
Force, transmitting a draft of proposed legls=
lation to validate certain payments in set-
tlement of unused accrued leave heretofore
or hereafter made to certain members of the
Army and the Air Force, and for other pur-
poses (with an accompanying paper); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

Avuprtr REpoRT ON ArMY INDUSTRIAL FUND,
DiaMonND ORDNANCE FUZE LABORATORIES
A letter from the Comptroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to

law, an audit report on the Army Industrial

Fund, Diamond Ordnance Fuze Laboratories,

Washington, D. C., Ordnance Corps, Depart-

ment of the Army, for the period September

27, 1953, to June 30, 19565 (with an accom-

panying report); to the Committee on Gov=

ernment Operations.

REPORT OF MARITIME ADMINISTRATION,
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
the Maritime Administration, Department of
Commerce, on activities and transactions of
that administration under the Merchant
Ship Sales Act of 1946, for the period Jane
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uary 1 to March 381, 1956 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

REPORT oN BACKLOG OF PENDING APPLICATIONS
AND HEARING CASES, FEDERAL COMMUNICA=
TIONS COMMISSION
A letter from the Chairman, Federal Com=

munications Commission, Washington, D. C.,

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on

backlog of pending applications and hearing

cases in that Commission, as of March 31,

1956 (with an accompanying report); to the

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

merce.

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN
ALIENS

Three letters from the Commissioner, Im=
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant
to law, copies of orders suspending deporta-
tion of certain aliens, together with a state-
ment of the facts and pertinent provisions of
law as to each allen, and the reasons for or-
dering such suspension (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

GRANTING OF APPLICATIONS FOR PERMANENT
RESIDENCE FILED BY CERTAIN ALIENS

Two letters from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant
to law, coplies of orders issued granting the
applications for permanent residence filed by
certaln allens, together with a statement of
the facts and pertinent provisions of law as
to each alien, and the reasons for granting
such applications (with accompanying pa-
pers); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS AND MEMORTALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the ACTING FPRESIDENT pro
tempore:

A resolution adopted by the Florida South
Chapter of the American Institute of Archi-
tects, Miami Beach, Fla., protesting against
the enactment of legislation to alter the cen-
tral portion of the Capitol Building in Wash-
ington, D. C.; to the Committee on Public
Works.

A resolution adopted by the Holy Name So-
ciety of St. Jerome’s Roman Catholic Church,
Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring the enactment of
the so-called Bricker amendment, relating
to the treatymaking power; ordered to lie on
the table.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on
Armed Services, without amendment:

H.R.B904. A blll to amend certain laws
relating to the grade of certain personnel
of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps upon retirement (Rept. No. 2018).

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on
Armed Services, with amendments:

B.1637. A bill to extend the time limit
within which recommendations for and
awards of certain military decorations may
be made (Rept. No, 2020).

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on
Armed Services, with an amendment:

S5.1961. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of part of Ethan Allen Air Force Base,
Colchester, Vt., to the State of Vermont, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 2021).

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on
Armed Services, with amendments:

H. J. Res. 261. Joint resolution authorizing
the Secretary of the Army to make such
transfers of supplies and equipment as may

be available to The Citadel, Charleston, 8. C. "

(Rept. No. 2018).

May 18

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, with amend-
ments:

8. Res. 260. Resolution prohibiting the in-
troduction of bills or joint resolutions by
two or more Senators jointly (Rept. No.
2022).

By Mr, RUSSELL, from the Committee on
Appropriations, with amendments:

H.R.11177. A bill making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture and Farm
Credit Administration for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1957, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 2023).

AUTHORITY TO SUBMIT A REPORT
BY COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIA-
TIONS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I be
permitted to submit a report from the
Committee on Appropriations on the bill
(H. R. 10721) making appropriations for
the Departments of State and Justice,
the judiciary, and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and
for other purposes, not later than Mon-
day midnight, May 21.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tems-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr, MURRAY:

5.3878. A bill directing the Secretary of
the Interior to convey certain land situated
in the State of Montana to Theresa Brost; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. O'MAHONEY (for himself, Mr.
MoNRONEY, Mr. LanGer, Mr. HeN-
NiNgs, Mr. NEELY, and Mr. PAYNE) :

5.3879. A bill to supplement the antitrust
laws of the United States, in order to balance
the power now heavily weighted in favor of
automobile manufacturers, by enabling fran-
chise automobile dealers to bring suit in the
district courts of the United States to re-
cover twofold damages sustained by reason of
the failure of automobile manufacturers to
act in good faith in complying with the terms
of franchises or in terminating or not renew=-
ing franchises with their dealers; to the Com=
mittee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. O’MAHONEY when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. DOUGLAS:

5.8880. A bill for the relief of Richard 8.
Wolffers; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GREEN:

S.3881. A bill authorizing the demolition
and removal of greenhouses and other struc-
tures, and the replacement thereof, at the
Botanic Garden, and for other purposes; to
ﬂl:)e Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion.

By Mr. BEALL:

5.13882. A bill to revise and modernize the
fish and game laws of the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. EASTLAND:
GS. 3883. A bill for the relief of Jew Gim
ee;

B8.3884. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Seto
Shun Yee; and

8.8885. A bill to provide for jury trials in
condemnation proceedings in United States
district courts; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. NEELY (by request) :

5.13886. A bill concerning gifts of securities
to minors in the District of Columbia;

5.3887. A bill to amend the act entitled
*“An act to provide that all cabs for hire in the
District of Columbia be compelled to carry
insurance for the protection of passengers,
and for other purposes,” approved June 29,
1938;

S.3888. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to provide additional revenue for the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes,"”
approved August 17, 1937, as amended;

5.3888, A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to grant additional powers to the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes,” approved December
20, 1944, as amended; and

5.3800. A bill to amend the act entitled
*“An act to create a Board for the Condemna-
tion of Insanitary Buildings in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes,” appraoved
May 1, 1906, as amended; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. DIRESEN (by request):

S.3891. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to provide that the tax
on admissions shall apply only with respect
to that portion of the amount paid for any
admission which is in excess of §1; to the
Committee on Finance,

By Mr. GOLDWATER:

5.38892. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Jytte
Btarel Synodis; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CLEMENTS:

5.13803. A bill to authorize the furnishing
without charge therefor, from data collected
by the Bureau of the Census, of data neces-
sary or useful to individuals who have filed,
or who desire to file, application for old-
age assistance benefits; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

A BILL TO GIVE AUTOMOBILE
DEALERS THEIR DAY IN COURT

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
am about to introduce a bill, and I ask
unanimous consent that I may be al-
lowed to cpeak on it in excess of the 2
minutes allowed under the order which
has been entered.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the Senator
from Wyoming may proceed.

Mr. O'MAHONEY., Mr. President, on
behalf of myself, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MoNrRONEY ], the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Sen-
ator from West Virginia [Mr. NEeLY],
and the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Paynel, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to supplement the antitrust
laws of the United States, in order to
balance the power now heavily weighted
in favor of automobile manufacturers, by
enabling franchise automobile dealers to
bring suit in the district courts of the
United States to recover twofold dam-
ages sustained by reason of the failure of
automobile manufacturers to act in good
faith in complying with the terms of
franchises or in terminating or not re-
newing franchises with their dealers.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 3879) to supplement the
antitrust laws of the United States, in
order to balance the power now heavily
weighted in favor of automobile manu-
facturers, by enabling franchise auto-
mobile dealers to bring suit in the dis-
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trict courts of the United States to re-
cover twofold damages sustained by rea-
son of the failure of automobile manu=
facturers to act in good faith in comply=-
ing with the terms of franchises or in
terminating or not renewing franchises
with their dealers, introduced by Mr.
O'MaHONEY (for himself and other Sen-
ators), was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, let
me say that some of the sponsors of the
bill are members of the Judiciary Com-
mittee’s Subcommittee on Antitrust and
Monopoly, on the one hand, and others
are members of the Interstate Commerce
Committee’s subcommittee headed by the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MonN-
RONEY], which carried on the investiga-
tion of the practices of the automobile
industry in interstate commerce. This
bill is intended to supplement the anti-
trust laws of the United States, so as to
balance the power now heavily weighted
in favor of automobile manufacturers, by
enabling local auto dealers to bring suit
in the United States district courts to
recover twofold damages sustained by
reason of the failure of automobile man-
ufacturers to act in good faith in ter-
minating or not renewing their fran-
chises.

DEALERS UNDER CONTROL OF MANUFACTURERS

The investigations conducted in 1955
by Senator MonroNEY for the Automo-
bile Marketing Subcommittee and by
myself for the Senate Judiciary Subcom-
mittee on Antitrust and Monopoly have
already produced far-reaching promises
of improved relationship between manu-
facturers and dealers in the automobile
industry. It was clearly demonstrated
by the facts and admissions developed
under oath in the two investigations that
local dealers in automobiles have for
years been completely under the actual
control of the manufacturers, and that
they have been subjected to coercion and
intimidation which have deprived them
of economic freedom.

Although the dealers have invested
their own capital in the establishment
of their local facilities and in the pur-
chase of the ears and equipment they
were expected to sell, they were not their
own masters in their own shops. On the
contrary, they were under the domina-
tion of the manufacturers and agents
and representatives of the manufactur-
ers and had no public forum in which
their disputes could be adjusted except
in those provided by the manufacturer.
The individuals before whom they were
required to take their pleas for the ad-
justment of grievances were not impar-
tial because they were the paid employ-
ees of the manufacturers.

So far as the automobile industry was
concerned big business had established
its own judicial system to handle the
complaints of the dealers. This was a
system wholly out of harmony with the
American system of adjudicating con-
flicts arising out of contracts. It was
a system which, if followed by all big
business, would have destroyed com-
pletely the procedure established under

the Constitution of the United States for.

the adjudication of such prcblems, It
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was a system, the effect of which was to

make the dealers independent in name

only, and to deprive them of the right to

sue for justice in the courts established

under the American Constitution.

NEITHER GOVERNMENT NOR INDUSTRY HAS POWER
TO CONTROL FREE ENTERPRISE

The men who established our form of
Government deliberately undertook to
frame a Constitution which would pre-
serve the individual from arbitrary con-
trol by Government. An industrial sys-
tem which makes the dealer the pawn
of the manufacturer is in complete con-
flict with the ideal of impartial justice
established by the Founding Fathers.

To make sure that the Government
could not control the people, the Con-
stitution divided the powers of Govern-
ment. To Congress it gave the exclusive
power to make the laws., To the Presi-
dent, it gave the executive power to carry
out the laws made by Congress. To the
courts, it gave the independent power to
adjudicate all cases arising under the
Constitution and the laws.

The history of the automobile dealer
franchise has demonstrated the com-
plete inability of the dealer to obtain re-
dress for any of his grievances with the
manufacturer. The hearings dealing
with General Motors last fall highlighted
the one-sided character of the franchise.
These hearings revealed that the auto-
mobile manufacturers have used their
superior power and bargaining strength
with individual dealers so as to require
dealers, as a condition of doing business,
to enter into one-sided agreements in
which the automobile manufacturer ob-
tained many rights and benefits without
assuming any of the obligations.

The evidence produced at the hearings
over which Senator MoNRONEY and I pre-
sided made it perfectly clear that the
manufacturers wanted to hold in their
own hands complete control over the
dealers. If the framers of the Constitu-
tion were careful to provide that the
Government itself has no power to con-
trol the people, then surely it must be
plain that no industrial corporation,
however big it may be, has the power of
control which the people denied to the
Government.,

That the automobile manufacturers
want this power has been clearly demon-
strated by what has happened since the
hearings of the two committees. The
spokesmen for both General Motors and
Ford have made it plain that they want-
ed no United States court sitting in judg-
ment between themselves and their deal-
ers. Because of what was revealed at
our hearings they have made many con-
cessions with respect to the franchises
to be issued by the dealers, But with all
the concessions that they have made as
a result of the public hearings of Con-
gress, they are still attempting to retain
for themselves the final power to adjudi-
cate disputes and cancel franchises.
There is a string attached to every con-
cession they have promised; and unless
the doors of the Federal courts are
opened to the automobile dealers, they
will continue to remain the pawns of the
manufacturers.

This our bill does. It opens the door
of the Federal court to the local dealer.
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It provides, under the United States Con-
stitution, a system which will deal justly
with both the manufacturer and the
dealer. It gives the Government no con-
trol over the contracts, but it does de-
prive the manufacturers of the control
they will continue to exercise, even
though the concessions promised are
granted.

The bill T introduce today, therefore,
is one which should appeal to the manu-
facturers as well as to the dealers, he-
cause it places the adjudication of dis-
putes, not in the hands of an arbiter
selected and paid by the manufacturer,
but in the hands of the judges appointed
by the President and confirmed by the
Senate, under the American system.

GOOD-FAITH PRINCIFLE OF ANCIENT ORIGIN

The good-faith principle had its origin
in ancient days when, in a dispute over a
contract, the courts looked beyond the
terms of the contract which the parties
had made; and when it appeared that
one of them was obliged to sign, the
courts applied the principles of equity,
in order to protect the party which had
been subjected to coercion. These
courts of equity realistically appraised
the differences in the bargaining posi-
tion of the parties, and concluded that
if the evidence showed that one of the
parties was under coercion or intimi-
dation by the other, or was the victim
of the superior power of the other, there
should be imposed by law upon the party
possessing such power an obligation to
treat fairly with the other. This is the
purpose of this bill,

I ask unanimous consent that the hill
may be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the bill (S.
3879) was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.—

SEc. 1. As used in this act—

(a) The term “automobile manufacturer”
shall mean any person, partnership, corpo-
ration, association, or other form of business
enterprise engaged in the manufacturing or
assembling of passenger cars, trucks, station
wagons, or other automotive vehicles, in-
cluding any person, partnership, or corpora-
tion which acts for such manufacturer or
assembler in connection with the distribu-
tion of said automotive vehicles.

(b) The term “franchise” shall mean the
agreement, contract, understanding, or ar-
rangement between any automobile manu-
facturer and any automobile dealer which.
purports to fix the legal rights and liabilities
of the parties to such agreement, contract,
understanding, or agreement.

(¢} The term “automobile dealer" shall
mean any person, partnership, corporation,
association, or other form of business enter-
prise operating under the terms of a fran-
chise and engaged In the sale or distribution
of passenger cars, trucks, station wagons, or
other automotive vehicles.

(d) The term *“commerce” shall mean
commerce among the several States of the
United States or with forelgn nations, or in
any Territory of the United States or in the
District of Columblia, or among the Terri-
tories or between any Territory and any State
or foreign nation, or between the District of
Columbia and any State or Territory or for-
elgn nation.

(e) The term “good faith” shall mean the
duty of the automobile manufacturer, its
officers, employees, or agents to act in a fair,
equitable, and nonarbltrary manner so as to
guarantee the dealer freedom from coercion,
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intimidation, or threats of coercion or in-
timidation, and in order to preserve and pro-
tect all the equities of the automobile dealer
which are inherent in the nature of the rela-
tionship between the automoblle dealer and
automobile manufacturer.

Sec. 2. Any automobile manufacturer en-
gaged in commerce who makes or grants any
franchise to an automobile dealer, shall have
the duty to act In good faith in all dealings
or transactions with such dealer,

Bec. 3. An automobile dealer may bring
suit against any automobile manufacturer
engaged in commerce, in any district court
of the United States in the district in which
sald manufacturer resides, or is found, or
has an agent, without respect to the amount
in controversy, and shall recover twofold the
damages by him sustained and the cost of
suit, including a reasonable attorney's fee, by
reason of the faillure of sald automobile man-
ufacturer to act in good faith in performing
or complying with any of the terms or pro=-
visions of the franchise, or in terminating,
canceling, or not renewing the franchise with
sald dealer.

REVISION OF CIVIL SERVICE RE-
TIREMENT ACT—AMENDMENTS

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I submit an amendment,
intended to be proposed by me, to the
bill (S. 2875) to revise the Civil Service
Retirement Act, and request that it be
printed and lie on the table.

The proposed amendment establishes
a threefold ceiling on the amount of an-
nual benefits which may be paid to sur-
viving children.

First. The amount to any one child
may not exceed $600.

Second. The total benefit to one or
more children may not exceed 40 percent:
of the deceased employee’s average
salary.

Third. The total may not exceed
$1,800 irrespective of the fact that 40
percent of the deceased employee’s salary
might be in excess of such an amount.

The above limitations apply in the case
of surviving children with one parent
still living. In the case of children with
neither parent living, the ceilings are
approximately 20 percent higher.

In no event could total family bene-
fits—widow plus children—exceed 80
percent of a deceased employee's average
salary. The earned annuity of an em-
ployee cannot exceed 80 percent of his
average salary. In the event of his
death, his widow receives 50 percent of
his earned annuity, thus in no case could
her benefits be in excess of 40 percent of
the employee’s average salary which to-
gether with the 40-percent limit on bene-
fits to children would make a total not in
excess of 80 percent. It should be ap-
preciated that it would take a combina-~
tion of, first, long years of service on the
part of the deceased employee; and, sec~
ond, a large number of surviving chil-
dren for the total family survivorship
benefits to even approach the 80-percent
figure.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be received,
printed, and will lie on the table.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr, President, I also submit amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by me, to
the bill (S. 2875) to revise the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act, which I request may
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be printed and lie on the table. These
amendments are of a perfecting nature,
to correct typographical, grammatical,
and other errors of a like nature.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendments will be received,
printed, and will lie on the table.

FEDERAL-ATD HIGHWAY ACT OF
1956—AMENDMENT

Mr. KERR submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (H. R. 10660) to amend and supple-
ment the Federal-Aid Road Act approved
July 11, 1916, to authorize appropria-
tions for continuing the construction of
highways; to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to provide additional
revenue from the taxes on motor fuel,
tires, and trucks and buses; and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I submit
amendments, intended to be proposed by
me, to House bill 10660, the Federal-Aid
Road Act. Iask unanimous consent that
a statement prepared by me relative to
the amendments may be printed in the
RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendments will be received,
printed, and will lie on the table; and,
without objection, the statement will be
printed in the REcorp.

The statement presented by Mr.
CHAVEZ is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHAVEZ
BAFETY PROGRAM

It apparently is the feeling of the Bureau
of Public Roads that the authorization in the
1954 act was not sufficiently broad to permit
them to undertake a comprehensive study of
all phases of traffic safety. They have made
studies which relate to the engineering and
physical characteristics of highways, but they
have not undertaken a study of uniformity
of motor vehicle laws and regulations, law
enforcement, traffic control, driver behavior,
characteristics of motor vehicles, ete.

It would seem that the attached amend-
ment, which is similar to that proposed by
Congressman BrLATNIK, would clarify the in-
tent of Congress in the fleld of safety and
might be advanced as a committee amend-
ment to 8. 10660. The amendment proposed
by Senator HuMPHREY is along the same lines,
but it may not clarify the intent of Congress.
to the Bureau of Public Roads. It seems that
it would be desirable to specify the studies
desired and also the monetary limitations.

Section 14 of the Federal Aid Highway Act
of 1950 authorized the Commissioner of Pub=
lic Roads to assist in carrying out the action
program of the President’s Highway Safety
Conference and to cooperate with State high-
way departments and other agencles in a
program to advance the cause of safety on
streets and highways. There was authorized
not to exceed $75,000 annually for this
purpose,

Section 9 of the Highway Act of 1952 con-
tinued the authorization as contained in the
1950 act and increased the authorization for
funds to $150,000 annually.

Section 10 (a) of the 1954 act authorized
the Secretary of Commerce to engage in re-
search on all phases of highway construction,
reconstruction, modernization, development,
design, maintenance, safety, financing, and
traffic conditions, including testing, ete. The
funds required were to be taken out of the
administrative and research funds.,
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RULES OF INTERPRETATION GOV-
ERNING QUESTIONS OF EFFECT
OF ACTS OF CONGRESS ON STATE
LAWS—ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
OF BILL
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the names

of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN=-

NER] and the Senator from South Caro-

lina [Mr. Worrorp] may be added as co-

sponsors of the bill (S. 3143) to estab-
lish rules of interpretation governing
questions of the effect of acts of Congress
on State laws.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD

On request, and by unanimous consent,
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were
ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

By Mr. ELLENDER:

Address delivered by him at New Orleans,
La., on May 12, 1956, at the 57th annual
meeting of the Rice Millers Association,

By Mr. BIBLE:

Statement by him on observance of Armed
Forces Week and the National Broadcast-
ing Co.'s Wide, Wide World television pro-
gram of May 13, 1956.

By Mr. HRUSKA:

Statement prepared by him relative to

Rumanian Independence Day.

TWO GREAT AND DISTINGUISHED
CHAIRMEN RETIRE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, as
eloguently stated on numerous occasions
in the past week, it was with a sense of
deep sadness that the Senate of the
United States learned that our distin-
guished colleague and friend the senior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEorGeEl had
announced that he had decided not to
run for reelection, and that he would be
relinquishing his post as “dean of the
Senate,” chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, and adviser and
counselor to all, on both sides of the
aisle.

I know that the people of Georgia will
miss him in the Senate, the people of
the Nation’s Capital will miss him, but,
above all, the people from all parts of
the United States will miss him. Sen-
ator Georce has filled the capacity of a
Senator at large for the entire Nation, a
recognized leader of national standing.

The people of my State of Montana
will miss the. senior Senator from
Georgia, & man so distinguished in
afTairs of state, both domestic and inter-
national. Montanans have paid tribute
to the President pro tempore in the edi-
torial columns of the State's newspapers.

At this point in my remarks I ask
unanimous consent that 2 editorials be
printed, 1 from the Daily Missoulian of
May 11 and 1 from the Billings Gazette
of May 12,

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Daily Missoulian of May 11, 1956]
TURN OF THE POLITICAL WHEELS

WarTter F. GEORGE, of Georgla, has been a
constructive Member of the United States
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Senate for a very long period, politically
speaking.

He arrived in the Senate on November 8,
1922, just after election to fill a vacancy
created by death. He was then 44. Now,
at 78, he announces that “for good and suffi-
cient reasons” he will not be a candidate for
renomination in Georgia's Democratic pri-
mary this year.

One of those reasons undoubtedly is the
senatorial aspirations of 42-year-old Herman
E. Talmadge, a former governor who for
months has been stumping the State with a
view to replacing Mr. GEOrRGE when his term
expires next January.

Some of the things Talmadge says about
the veteran GEORGE, now the dean of the
Senate, have a familiar ring. He pounds
hard on the theme GeorGeE has been in the
Senate so long that he has lost touch with
Georgia, and that he is more interested in
national and international affairs than the
welfare of the people of Georgia.

Probably every year since he arrived in
the Senate, back in 1922, Mr. GEoRGE has seen
colleagues edged out on such premises.

One of the Senate veterans when Mr.
GeorceE was sworn in was Senator Porter J.
McCumber, of North Dakota, then chairman
of the blue ribbon Finance Committee—
through which must pass all tax and other
revenue raising measures. But as GEORGE
went in McCumber was on his way out. In
his 24th year as a Senator, a few months
earller McCumber had been defeated for
Republican renomination on the contention
that he had been away from North Dakota
too long. The primary victor, who also won
the November general election, was Lynn J.
Frazier, a former governor who at the time
was the idol of the Nonpartisan League.
Eighteen years later Fralzer was ushered out
of the Senate in the same way, by the voters
in the Republican primary of 1940.

HarrY Froop Byrp, of Virginia, now is one
of the Benate’'s pillars, its fourth ranking
Member in point of senlority. But a quar-
ter of a century ago he was like Herman
Talmadge, of Georgla, a former governor with
a good record and a strong statewide follow-
ing—eager to break into the Senate.

The obstacles were the Virginia incum-
bents, Claude A. Swanson and his veteran
junior colleague, Carter Glass. Swanson had
been consecutively Representative, Governor,
and Senator since 1893, The span was
snapped at the end of 40 years—with BYrRD
as his successor in the Senate—when Mr,
Swanson resigned to accept a 1933 appoint-
ment as President Franklin D. Roosevelt's
Secretary of the Navy.

That probably averted a Byrd-Swanson
clash in the 1934 Virginia primary, just as
GEORGE’S current abnegation has erased from
the 1956 political schedule a much heralded
George-Talmadge contest in Georgia,

Along the wey Senator GEORGE has over-
come many obstacle in retaining his seat,
among them a purge attempt by President
Roosevelt in 1838. Senator GEeorce, yielding
to the inevitability of time and the tide
of events, 12 bowing out of the Senate with
the same serene dignity with which in his
heyday he turned back the unseating effort
of President Roosevelt.

===t

[From the Billilngs Gazette of May 12, 1956]
ELDER STATESMAN RETIRES

Senator WALTER GEORGE, of Georgia, has
announced that he will not be a candidate
at the forthcoming election to succeed him-
self, While this decision not to run again
will be regretted, it is probably a wise one,
from the standpoint of the aged solon’s per-
sonal welfare, The Senator was 78 years old
last January. He has sald that his health is
not too robust, and he doubtless feels that
he is not up to making another hard cam=
paign. Although former Gov. Herman Tal-
madge had not filed as a candidate for the
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Democratic nomination against Georce, it
‘was common knowledge that he has intended
to make the race.

In a contest against Talmadge the odds
would have been in favor of the younger
man. A defeat would have left a blot on one
of the most distinguished records ever com-
plled by a Member of the United States Sen-
ate. First elected in 1922 to fill out the un-
expired term of Senator Tom Watson, who
died in office, Senator Georce will have served
continuously in that position for 35 years
when his present term expires next January,
During that long period of service his inde-
pendence, intellectual integrity, and talents
for statesmanship have won the increasing
admiration of all his colleagues.

Because he could not conscientiously sup-
port some of the measures of the New Deal
program, President Franklin Roosevelt placed
the name of the Georgia Senator on the list
of those Members of Congress he wished to
purge in 1836. He went down to the Sena-
tor's home State and delivered a speech at-
tacking Georcg, but to no avail. The voters
rallied to the support of their leader and re-
elected him by an increased majority.

Ever since our Government has become
ever more deeply involved in world affairs
Senator GeorGe has been an influential fac=-
tor in the development and conduct of for=
elgn policies. Fresident Eisenhower and Sec-
retary of State Dulles have sought and relied
upon his support in the managament of the
administration’s foreign relations. He has
never hesitated to disagree with them, but:
his disagreements have never once been mo-
tivated by partisan political considerations.
The high regard in which he is held by the
President Is evidenced by the latter's prompt
statement, upon learning of the Senator's
decision to retire, that he hoped to find some
congenial position in the Government serv-
ice that will enable him to have the advan=
tage of frequent consultation with the vet-
eran legislator on matters affecting the ad-
ministration’s foreign policy.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
only consolation, and it is a sound one,
in the Senator’s departure from the Hill
is that he will continue to serve this
country as the President’s special am-
bassador to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization. I sincerely hope that he
will return from time to time, enabling
those of us in the Congress to have the
benefit of his advice and counsel.

Mr. President, not only is Congress
losing one great statesman, but the Hon-
orable JameEs P. RIcHARDS, chairman of
the House Foreign Affairs Committee,
has also announced his intention to re-
tire from Congress at the end of the
present term after 24 years of service.
Dick RicHArDs and his charming wife,
Eatharine, have decided to go back home
to their farm in South Carolina, where
they plan to spend their remaining years.
It will be difficult for Mrs. Mansfield
and me, as well as for our colleagues,
to see them leave the Washington scene,
but I am sure they will be back many
times in the days to come to visit with
us and to give us the benefit of their
sound advice, which has been such a
tower of strength in the past.

I served with Mr. RicHarDs on the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and I can
say without qualification that seldom
have I worked with a man of such un-
tiring energy, wise statesmanship, and
sound understanding, a man so con-
stantly devoted to his duties as a rep-
resentative of the people from his State
and the Nation. His years as chairman
of the Foreign Affairs Committee have
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been marked by a wise and sane leader-
ship in a time when there has been and
is constant turmoil in our international

affairs.
The loss of these two chairmen of the
congressional committees concerned

with American interests in world affairs
will ereate vacancies difficult to fill. The
record and standards set down in the
field of world affairs by these two great
statesmen will make the task somewhat
easier. Again, I say we in Congress will
be most fortunate in having access to
their advice and knowledge in the years
to come.

The Congress, the Nation, and the free
world are the better off because of the
accomplishments of these two great
Americans from Georgia and South
Carolina. Chairmen GeorGe and RicH-
ARDS have left their imprint on the
course of history and both will be re-
membered with gratitude and affection
in the years ahead.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at this point in my remarks
I may have printed in the RECORD & news
article from the New York Times of Fri-
day, May 18, 1956.

There being no objection, the article
‘was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Man 1N THE NEws—A QUIET CONGRESSMAN:
JamMes FRIOLEAU RICHARDS

WasHINGTON, May 17.—The Pittsburgh
Pirates lost a budding prospect for their out-
fleld a few decades back when JaMEs Prio-
LEAU RicHAaRDs chose law over baseball.

As g result of that decision, Mr. RICHARDS
now is winding up 23 years in Congress in a
style that can only make the Republican ad-
ministration wish he had stayed with base-
ball.

Today, as chairman of the House Forelgn
Affalrs Committee, Representative RICHARDS
was In the vanguard of congressional forces
that dealt the President’s foreign-aid pro-
posals a severe defeat. President Eisenhower,
who was a pretty good pitcher at West
Point, might well be wishing tonight that
Mr. RicaArRDS had accepted that offer from
the Pirates.

The foreign-ald action and the coming
fight on the House floor will be Mr. RICHARDS'
curtain bow on the congressional stage. He
is quitting this year and going back to South
Carolina to practice a little law, hunt, fish,
and tend to his cattle.

Though his position makes him one of the
most important men in the House of Repre-
sentatives, he remains relatively unknown
compared to his compeer, Senator WaALTER
F. GeorGe, of Georgia, chairman of the Sen-
ate Foreign Relatlons Committee.

RICHARDS' ANGER RECALLED

The reasons for this are two:

First, Mr. RICHARDS, a persuasive southern
internationalist of judicial tralning, is not
given to the political grandstanding of which
Washington headlines are made.

Second, the House committee never has
attained the pivotal importance of the Senate
group, largely because the Constitution
charges the Senate with the greater respon-
sibllity for overseeing the conduct of for-
elgn affairs.
~ On ocecasion, the administration tendency
to treat the House group as a poor cousin of
the George committee has moved Mr. RicH-
anps to jealous defense. Last February, for
example, he denounced the administration
Tfor treating the House llke a “weak-minded,
illegitimate son” and got an apology from
the State Department,

The Capitol consensus 1s that the House
committee has galned fresh prestige under
his direction.
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Mr. RicHARDS, born in Liberty Hill, 8. C,,
in 1894, is now a robust 61 years old. Heisa
big man, tall and powerfully built, and his
carriage still is that of the athlete. A full
shock of sllvery gray hair and a deep ruddy
complexion round out the picture of a poli-
tician who even now would not look out of
place in the role of baseball manager.

He began as a farm boy and took a year
at Clemson College with the idea of mas-
tering the agricultural sciences. At the end
of the year he was interested in law and
ghifted to the University of South Carolina.

By 1921 he was in practice back in Lan-
caster, near his home, and a year later he
was launched into politics as county probate
judge. He held that office until South Caro-
lina sent him to Congress in 1933.

In World War I he enlisted a few days
after President Wilson's declaration, served
in France with a trench mortar battalion,
and rose from private to second lieutenant.

His appointment to the Foreign Affairs
Committee came in 1935. As chairman he
shares with Senator GeorGe the chief burden
of congressional responsibility for this
country's international affairs. The posi-
tion also calls for him to share in the formu-
lation and development of foreign policy
through prior consultations with the execu-
tive branch.

The job is a full-time one and leaves little
leisure for the hunting and fishing that are
his favorite pastimes. He lives with his
wife, Mrs. Eatharine Wylie Richards, in
Georgetown, and has a son and a daughter
in college and another son practicing law in
South Carolina.

He has not been entirely lost to farming.
When he leaves Washington this summer
he will divide his time between law practice
and his cotton and cattle farm in Heath
Springs, near Lancaster.

An old friend, summing him up today,
sald:

“He's just a real old down-to-earth South
Carolinlan who loves to hunt and fish, loves
his farm, and loves his cows.”

EXTENSION OF SUGAR ACT OF 1943—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed for 5 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Senator from Mon-
tana may proceed.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr., President, I
note, in looking at the REecorp, that on
yesterday the conference report on the
extension of the Sugar Act of 1948 was
agreed to. I am indeed sorry I was not
on the floor at that time, because there
were some remarks I had irtended to
make then which I shall make now.

I had occasion during the debate on
the sugar bill to call the attention of this
body to the statement made by an old
friend and colleague in Congress, Gen,
Carlos P. Romulo, Ambassador of the
Philippines to the United States. In that
statement he pointed out that under
the bill we were about to pass, the Phil-
ippines were singled out, among the ma-
jor areas, for exclusion from the benefits
‘of increased consumption of sugar in this
country.

I am told that this was done in accord-
ance with the recommendation of the
State Department that any increase in
the Philippine sugar quota be considered
when the sugar legislation is next amend-
ed, and when the Philippine sugar had
become subject to our customs duty.
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Mr, President, sugar from the Philip-
pines this year begins to pay 5 percent
of our duty under the Revised Trade
Agreement with the Philippines, so that
it has met one of the conditions men-
tioned by the State Department. I wish
to state now that I believe the Philippines
has not been given a square deal in this
bill, and that it is my hope that this in-
justice can be corrected at an early date.
_ Mr. President, we must not allow a
country such as the Philippines, which
has been such a loyal and courageous ally.
to be the victim of discriminatory legis-
lation on our part. We must correct the
injustice as soon as possible, and I hope
that when next the sugar bill comes up
for consideration, the Congress will give
serious consideration to the needs of the
Republic of the Philippines. )

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MANSFIELD. I yield,

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am sure there
was no intention or desire on the part of
the American Congress to discriminate
against perhaps one of our oldest friends
in the Pacific, the Republic of the Philip-
pines. It was pointed out on the floor
vesterday by the distinguished Senator
from Georgia, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations [Mr.
Georcel, and other Senators, in the col-
logquy which took place, that our rela-
tions with the Philippines with refer=
ence to sugar were governed by treaty,
and that it-was not appropriate, under
the circumstances, to deal with the mat-
ter in this particular legislation. As
the Senator from Montana knows, in any
event there was no method of amending
the conference report in order to take
care of the situation about which Am-
bassador Romulo and others had ex-
pressed concern.

I am sure that the long history of the
friendly relationships between the Re-
public of the Philippines and the United
States of America will work toward
the solution of any problem along this
or any other line, so that an equita-
ble adjustment may be brought about.
I would not want the impression to be
received in either that part of the world
or elsewhere that there was an act of
diserimination by the United States Con-
gress, because I am sure that was not
intended, and I am sure the Senator
from Montana fully agrees that there
was no intent to discriminate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
answer to the distinguished minority
leader, let me say that I am in full
accord with his remarks. Irealize there
was no chance on yesterday to amend
the conference report, and I am heart-
ened, and I know the Republic of the
Philippines will be heartened, as well, by
the assurances he has given on the floor
this morning to the effect that in the fu-
ture the Philippines will receive full and
complete consideration in connection
with any legislation of this kind enacted
by Congress.

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION THREAT-
ENED BY RISING POWER COSTS
AND INADEQUATE POWER SUPPLY
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, on

May 20, 1936, 20 years ago this month,

President Franklin D. Roosevelt signed
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the Rural Electrification Act. Known
as the Norris-Rayburn Act, after its
sponsors—Senator George W. Norris, of
Nebraska, and Representative Sam Ray=
BURN, of Texas—the act formally wrote
into the law the rural electrification
program begun a year earlier, in May
1935, when President Roosevelt had es-
tablished the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration by Executive order.

Public Power magazine is the official
publication of the American Public
Power Association, a national manage-
ment organization representing over 800
publicly owned electrie systems through-
out the country. The current issue of
this magazine contains an article by Mr.
John M, Carmody, a former Adminis-
trator of the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration, which deserves ecareful
reading and thoughtful consideration by
everyone who believes that farm families
are entitled to the continued henefits of
low-cost electricity. Mr. Carmody writes
from first-hand knowledge of the early
struggles of REA against the private
power monopoly, and warns of the pres-
ent dangers to the REA movement. He
says:

Finally, the basic difference between the
crises that nearly killed REA off in its earliest
days, and the present one, is that neither
investment bankers, discredited by the
Hoover depression nor the private utilities
which had not yet recovered from the Insull-
Hopson scandals, had powerful friends in
High places in the Roosevelt administration.
Their friends in Congress were few.

The situation 1s very different today.
Bankers and private utilities not only have
powerful friends in high administration
places but they themselves occupy some of
those places. They write their own tickets.

I ask unanimous consent to have Mr.
Carmody’s article printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Power SuPPLY SEEN GREATEST WEAKNESS
Since EarLy Days or REA PROGRAM

(By John M. Carmody)

Rural electrification has had such phe-
nomenal growth during the past 20 years that
one hesitates at this late date to review some
of the difficulties that nearly choked the
young Rural Electrification Administration
program to death before it really got its roots
down. I do it only because I see a relation-
ship between those early days and present
moves to cripple rural electric cooperatives.

Bome of those early troubles were external,
some internal. REA passed through and sur-
vived at least two serious crises. One was
during its first year, when the organization
was fiirting with private utilities in the hope
that they would borrow cheap money and
build rural extensions to their lines. The
other crisis came almost immediately after
REA was transferred, by unfortunate con-
gressional action, to the Department of Agri-
culture. That one lasted nearly 2 years. The
record of that bungling, internal crisis is so
clearly stated by published reports that I
ghall do no more than mention it here.

Now, in my view, REA is faced with another
crisis, this time external, with an internal
assist called by the teasing name of “partner-
ship.” Recommendations of the Hoover
Commission, if approved by the Congress,
would drive these splendid farmer-owned
electrie cooperatives, which already have sur-
vived two crises, into the clutches of New
York investment bankers for control by them
and thelir private utility clients. Could any-
thing be worse?
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Investment bankers and private utilities
already have demonstrated their influence—
witness attacks on TVA, the Dixon-Yates
scheme, the abandonment of Hells Canyon,
abominable restrictions by the Department of
the Interior and a general softening on essen-
tial REA generating plants and transmission
lines. Only separately and through their own
organization can the REA eletric cooperatives
weather this attack. It is because this attack
is related in some respects to an earlier erisis
in REA that I think it useful to relate some
of REA’s early history.

The program started simply enough, Morris
Llewellyn Cooke, appropriately the first ad-
ministrator, for many years had needled pri-
vate power companies to extend electric serv-
ice to more farm families. The Giant Power
Burvey sponsored by him and Gov. Gifford
FPinchot, of Pennsylvania, in the early 1920's,
a project to encourage generation of elec-
tricity at various coal mines to transmit
energy by wire rather than by rallroad cars,
was one phase of this endeavor. Subse-
quently, when Gov. Franklin Delano Roose-
velt, of New York, appointed Mr. Cooke, a
Pennsylvanla Republican, to be a member of
the New York State Power Authority he was
able to pursue his studies into the cost and
feasibility of providing rural service.

Incidentally, by way of momentary digres-
slon and because it has a bearing on the
origin of REA, Mr. Cooke was the first person
to say to me, long before speculation became
general, “Governor Roosevelt will be the
next President of the United States.” We
were sitting together at dinner at Princeton
University where John D. Rockefeller III, a
Princeton graduate, was addressing a dinner
meeting during a management conference
that both of us were participating in. I re-
call it distinetly because it was a new thousht
to me, in view of Mr. Roosevelt's invalidism
and because it was long in advance of the
Chicago convention. I mention it here be-
cause It was President Roosevelt who started
REA on its way with Mr. Cooke as the first
‘Administrator, 2 years after he had approved
Senator George Norris’ plan for TVA.

At the time of the Princeton dinner, Mr.
Cooke was still a member of the New York
State Power Authority, and I was editor of
a management journal in New York. Both
of us were active in the affairs of the Taylor
Soclety, a widely known management soclety
which later merged with the Society of In-
dustrial Engineers, of which I was president,
to become the present-day Society for the
Advancement of Management.

Neither of us could know, as we listened
to young Mr. Rockefeller at Princeton and
talked about Governor Roosevelt's future
that both of us were later to be active in a
fabulous new organization, REA. Mr. Coocke
was the first Administrator, and I was D2p-
uty Administrator briefly, and later Mr.
Cooke's successor as the second Administra=
tor.

I have sald the program started simply
enough. Mr. Roosevelt became President, as
Mr. Cooke had predicted. As President, he
approved and encouraged a broad river basin
study of the Mississippi River Valley, that
Mr. Cooke promptly proposed. That study
furnished further evidence of the need for
increased rural electric service.

The study and report came at a propitious
time. Relief funds were available to put
idle men to work if worthy projects could
be found. Why not electrify more farms?
Mr. Cooke suggested an answer: set aside
some of the available recovery funds for that
purpose.

It was on May 11, 1835, that President
Roosevelt issued an Executive order that
made $100 million avallable for rural elec-
trification. Rural electrification, therefore,
has 2 birthdays, 1 to commemorate this event
and another to mark the passage by the
Congress on May 20, 1836, of the Norris-
Rayburn Act. It was this act that definitely
provided for preference in loans to coopera-
tives, municipalities, and other publlic.bodies.
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To implement the Executive order of May
11, 1935, a small staff was assembled, chiefly
engineers and lawyers. If private utilities
borrowed the new, low-cost money, as was
expected, a few persons experlenced in the
utility fleld would suffice. The program was
started on that basis. It seemed logical
enough at that time. The private utilities
had the facilities and the know-how. Cheap-
er money than they normally borrowed was
being offered to them.

Conferences were held with many private

utility executives. Discussions went on for
months. Applications for loans were piling
up. Farm men and women were growing
impatient. They began to organize their
own cooperatives. Farm Bureau groups in
some States, Indiana and Ohlo particularly,
set up their own rural electrification organ-
izations to assist their members in getting
loans and in doing the necessary planning,
surveying, engineering, and construction.
Some loans were made to these groups. REA
engineers did a splendid job of developing
totally new standards for rural construction
that cut costs materially, thereby giving bor-
row;ers many more revenue miles per dollar
cost.
But discussions with private power com-
panies went on. The hope that they would
borrow this low-interest money, build ex-
tensions to existing lines, reduce rates and
provide real rural service on an area coverage
basis died hard with sturdy individualists on
the staff who were shaping policy. Con-
vinced finally, however, that the private pow=
er companies had no intention of taking ad-
vantage of his generous offer, with appro=-
priate conditions attached, the Administra-
tor turned to the cooperative method, as
several members of the organization had been
recommending. A whole year had passed,
and, although several loans had been ap-
proved, only $5 million had been paid out for
actual construction of approximately 5,000
miles of line—a drop in an oaken bucket.

Mr. Cooke saw the handwriting before
some of his close associates and advisors,
especially the chief counsel and top consult-
ing engineer, an oldtime utility operator.
The Administrator was aware of the defi-
clency in line construction, but he did not
wish to let the President or Senator Norrls
down. He was tired. He needed a rest. He
wanted to resign. When I told him I was
leaving the National Labor Relations Board,
of which I was one of the original members,
he asked me to come in as Deputy Adminis-
trator, with the understanding with him and
with President Roosevelt that I would suc-
ceed him as Administrator when his resigna-
tion became effective. I accepted.

Mr. Cooke has been criticized for offering
the new program with its low-cost money to
private utilities and especially for not realiz-
ing earlier in the long, drawn-out negotia=
tions that the private utilities had no inten-
tion of meeting his terms—lower rates and
area coverage. I think it should be said, in
defense of that position, that it seemed
more important to him and to some of his
close advisers that rural areas get electricity
than how they got it. They knew no other
way than to have existing private compa-
nies do the job. Those closest to him at
that time distrusted cooperatives, even
when he began to see them as the way.

I believed REA cooperatives would pro-
vide the answer to the farmers’ need for elec-
tric service; I gave recalcitrant private utili-
ties no quarter. Honest indignation some=-
times is a useful administrative instrument.

The long debate had been costly. Much
precious time had been lost. The worst fea-
ture of the resultant delays, however, was
the opportunity given to and seized upon
by many private power companies to bulld
spite lines. In some cases, in this creams-
skimming process, emhbryonic electric cooper-
atives were completely destroyed, leaving
large numbers of farm familles completely
without service, Some of them. may never
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get it. That was the unfortunate, destruc-
tive side of the program.

It had another side, a constructive one.
The tough fight led to the development of
even stronger electric cooperatives than
might otherwise have been built on a wide
scale. But here we have the real heart and
strength of the REA program. Spite lines
and vicious propaganda backfired.

Farm men and women are building and
operating their own lines which they will
own ultimately. They are in business for
themselves with their neighbors. They live
together, they work together, they fight to-
gether for their common interests and the
common good. REA has grown up, thanks
to the devotion rural men and women have
given it. It will live if these men and
women do not forget its early struggles. It
will live if they do not go to sleep and per-
mit the Hoover Commission proposals—
sweetly worded proposals to destroy them—
to prevail with the Department of Agricul-
ture, the Administration and Congress.

Finally, the basic difference between the
crises that nearly killed REA off in its earliest
days, and the present one, is that neither
investment bankers, discredited by the
Hoover depression nor the private utilities
which had not yet recovered from the Insull-
Hopson scandals, had powerful friends in
high places in the Roosevelt administration.
Their friends in Congress were few.

The situation is very different today.
Bankers and private utilities not only have
powerful friends in high administration
places but they themselves occupy some of
those places. They write their own tickets,

I did not learn of the internal schism
between private company operation and co-
operatives until I was pitched into it as I
began to get hold of operating problems.
That was September 1936, more than a year
after the executive order establishing REA
and 4 months after the Congress had passed
the Norris-Rayburn Act. The fight was still
on. As so frequently happens in such in-
‘ternal organizational disputes, clashing
personalities as much as prineiples kept the
pot bolling. It was just as well, I think as
' 1 look back, that my colleagues did not know
that I knew private utility philosophy and
practice from away back. I had followed the
Federal Trade Commission’'s investigation
into private utilities in the 1920's carefully
and knew their tricks. Mr. Cooke’s general
counsel, for instance, told nre, “We do not
intend to build any generating plants.” This
was after the first cooperative project in
Pennsylvania had been nearly snuffed out
by “spite lines"” built by nearby private util-
ities whose quoted wholesale rates were so
outrageous that only a generating plant or a
threat to build one would bring them to
their senses. In this case, the mere threat
to build one did just that.

We really got rolling early in 1937. All
hope that private power companies would
do more than a “dog in the manger, spite
line"” job was abandoned. The REA organiza-
tion concentrated on organizing and serving
farm electric cooperatives in every appro-
priate way.

The program was alive. Enthusiasm ran
high in REA and throughout rural areas.
Buried projects were dug out of many desks.
The status of every project from application
to construction was put on the table in full
view of the entire staff for examination and
reexamination at what we called our weekly
production meetings. There were no pri-
vate decisions. Every delay in any depart-
ment had to be explained.

The weakest thing about REA then and
now, in my view, is the necessity to depend
on private power companies for energy.
Even now, when private utilities find this
REA business so profitable as to offer whole-
eale rates greatly reduced from those early
antisocial, holdup days, it still constitutes
a weakness,
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Further development of two sources of
energy may fill this gap. I refer to solar en-
ergy, still over the horizon, and atomic en-
ergy, on the brink of practical usefulness.
After the Government has spent billions to
bring atomic energy within reach of all of
our people, private utilities are scheming
desperately to grasp monopoly control of
nuclear generation of electricity.

Here lies a new challenge to rural electric
cooperative members to protect their invest-
ment and their successors.

Those early excessively high wholesale rates
constituted a form of robbery. With the ex-
ception of Michigan, after Frank Murphy be-
came Governor, and Pennsylvania where
Richard Beamish was a member of the public
service commission, almost every public serv-
ice commission gave REA a hard time. I
am aware of all the weakness of regulation
generally, a sort of captive operation, but I
never understood the cruel attitude of reg-
ulatory agencies toward farm groups who
only wanted electricity. They were not ask-
ing special privileges. Few State legisla-
tures were friendly to cooperatives.

The first REA generating plants were built
in 1937, soon after I became Administrator.
We should have built them earlier, and more
of them, but these first ones had a whole-
some effect immediately on wholesale rates
in many places. Others followed, but I al-
ways have regretted we did not build more
of them., I always have felt that some of
the municipals missed an opportunity to tie
town and country closer together at that
time.

I cannot “warm up” to the new-fangled,
phony “partnership” plan, nor can I believe
that the best interests of REA electric co-
operatives are served by throwing them to
the private utility wolves on any pretense
of saving money or getting better manage-
ment. Plenty of lip service, but the knife
has a keen edge,

THE LATE DAVID P. CONNERY

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr, President, yes-
terday there was laid to final rest a
man who was much more to me than
my administrative assistant. He was my
friend.

David P. Connery was my friend for
many years. In January of 1955, he
and I came to Washington—two men,
not so young in years, but young in the
ways of the United States Senate. To-
gether, we worked to make the best con-
tribution possible to this great body, to
the people of Michigan, and to our coun=-
try. The very fact that I became a Mem-
ber of this body was due in large meas=
ure to Dave Connery, who was a tire-
less worker in my campaign.

Dave Connery was a man of kindness
and courage. His kindness was evident
in every act. He loved people. And all
of us who knew him and worked with
him returned that love and respect.

His great courage was never more evi-
dent than in the final months of his life.
Dave Connery, at the age of 60, died of
cancer. Yet, from the time he first was
hospitalized last July, he never gave up
hope or the fight for life. At the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, where he
finally passed away last Sunday, the doc-
tors have utilized every bit of medical
knowledge in their possession, not only
to save his life, but the lives of count-
less others victimized by cancer. I know
that Dave would salute them for their
valiant efforts, and he would hope that
what they learned from him will aid
others.
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Dave Connery was a Canadian by
birth. He chose newspapering as a ca-
reer, eventually serving for many years
as city editor of the Windsor Star in
Windsor, Ontario. He was a friend of
the working people, serving at one time
as assistant to the Ontario Minister of
Welfare and the president of the United
Auto Workers.

It is impossible to say in words how
we will miss Dave Connery, but I know
that I have benefited immeasurably from
knowing him.

Personally, and on behalf of the mem-
bers of my staff, I extend our deepest
sympathies and condolences to his
widow, Mrs. Dena Connery, his son,
Lance, and the other members of his’
family. 3

Mr. President, T ask that several mes-
sages be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the messages
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, D.C., May 15, 1956.
Hon. PATRICK MCNAMARA,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.

DeAr Par: Please accept the heartfelt sym-
pathy of Maurine and me—and of all my
staffi—upon the untimely and tragic death
of your administrative assistant, David P.
Connery. All of us liked and respected Dave,
and he had made himself a part of the Senate
community in a very short time. John Jones,
who had worked with Dave, particularly asks
to join in this brief expression of sympathy.

I do hope you will extend our condolences
on to that very attractive woman, Mrs. Con-
nery, and also please accept them for your-
self for we know how much you relied on
Dave for friendship and for assistance,

With all good wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
RicHARD L. NEUBERGER.
May 15, 1956.
Mrs, Davip P, CONNERY,
3636 16th Street NW.,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mas. ConneErY: The news of Dave's
passing has just reached me, and I find words
are inadequate to express how I feel.

Please accept my heartfelt sympathy in
your hour of bereavement,

With every good wish,

Sincerely,
MarTHA W. GRIFFITHS,
Member of Congress.

WasHINGTON, D. C.
Senator PaT McNAMARA,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

We share your sorrow in the loss of David
Connery. It was a privilege to have known
him and we highly valued, as we will always
cherish the memory of his friendship., Mrs.
Diggs and my congressional staff join me in
expression of our deepest sympathy.

CHaRrLES C. Diges,
Member of Congress.

OscoMmMoN, MIcH., May 17, 1956.
PAT MCNAMARA,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

The sad news about Dave has just reached
me. His host of friends in party have come
to respect and admire him deeply. All of us
will miss him and join with you in your loss.

NEeIL,
Mary 15, 1956.

Dear SENATOR McNamara: I was s0 sOIry

to learn in this morning's Free Press that
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you have lost your helper, associate, and aid
through the ravages of cancer. It must be
very sad indeed to have the years of interest
and compatability severed so painfully and
sadly. My sympathy is for you, as well as
for Mr. Connery's family.

I shall write you again with happier sub-
jects in mind.

Yours,
Barry BuTZeL LEWIS,
BIRMINGHAM, MICH.

IDAHO POWER RATES

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
the other day my attention was attracted
by material placed in the body of the
Recorp purporting to compare the cost
of electricity to customers of rural elec-
tric cooperatives in sections of Idaho and
Tennessee with the price to rural cus-
tomers of the Idaho Power Co. The
figures selected for comparison were in-
iriguing, not because of what they told,
but what they did not reveal.

For instance, the so-called statistics
failed to disclose that the Idaho Power
Co., a blue-chip utility blessed with low
production costs because of highly favor-
able sites and stream-flow on the Snake
River, has an established policy under
which new farm customers may be re-
quired to pay powerline construction
charges exceesding a minimum figure.
Thus, a farmer might be required to pay
hundreds of dollars before he could avail
himself of the company’s so-called busi-
ness-managed kilowatts.

Nor did the selective and partial sta-
tistics disclose that the co-ops selected
for comparison serve some of the most
rugged and sparsely populated sections
of the West, where construction costs are
high and operating conditions difficult
when compared with Idaho Power’s more
compact service area. Nor did the fig-
ures explain why the co-ops came into
existence in the first place, namely, be-
cause the private company did not want
to add these areas, believed to be un-
profitable, to its system. Growth of the
rural cooperatives in the last 20 years
is a revealing indictment against the pri-
vate utilities’ lack of real free enterprise.
A vast market for sale of electricity
existed in rural America, but the utilities
chose to ignore the demands of farmers
to share in the age of electric conveni-
ences. When the utilities failed to ade-
quately extend service to rural districts;
farmers were forced to undertake the
task themselves through formation of
cooperatives. Yet, since the financial
success of the rural electric cooperative
program has been proved, spokesmen for
private utilities brand as “creeping
socialism” this program to relieve farm-
ers and farm housewives of some of the
former drudgery of rural life.

The utilities had the freedom to be
enterprising, but they failed -to use it.
As a resulf, the great rural-electrification
program came into being, fathered by
the late Senator George Norris. Would
critics of the co-ops have the farm wife
return to the days of kindling splitting
by hand for cooking, and nursing of sick
children by the light of kerosene lamps?

The REA program gave a greater boost
to farm living standards than any single
development of the last half century.
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Its usefulness and benefits cannot be dis-
paraged or discounted by handpicked
statistics which attempt to compare in-
comparable objects.

I have asked the National Rural Elec-
tric Cooperative Assoeciation, an organi-
zation dedicated to promoting the inter-
ests of the consumer-owned, nonprofit
rural utilities, to analyze the statement
and comparisons recently placed in the
REecorp by the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER].
The statement prepared by NRECA ex-
plains in detail the true meaning of the
figures used. I think it would be well
to look behind the statistics. I ask
unanimous consent to have the material
prepared by the NRECA printed at the
conclusion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoORD, as follows:

BraTEMENT OoN InpaHO Power RATES BY Na-
TIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSO=
CIATION

The Idaho Power Co. makes its service
avallable to farms in its service area at its
standard residential and domestic rate. A
farmer purchasing 6,428 kilowatt-hours per
year, as apparently the average large farmer
gerved by the Idaho Power Co. system did in
1953, would pay an average rate of 1.71 cents
per kilowatt-hour. However, in 1953, only
27.3 percent of all the residential type cus-
tomers served by the Idaho Power Co. were
reported by that company to the FPC as farm
consumers. The other 72.7 percent, which
are ordinary residential users, might pur-
chase lesser quantities of energy each year
at an appreciably higher rate.

In fact, the publication Typical Residen-
tial Electric Bills for 1953, published by the
Federal Power Commission, shows that the
small city consumer, purchasing 1,200 kilo-
watt-hours a year from the Idaho Power Co.,
paid an average rate of 3.4 cents per kilowatt-
hour in 1953, or twice as much as the farmer
paid. By comparison, a small consumer
using 1,200 kilowatt-hours per year in Chat-
tanooga, Tenn., pays only an average rate of
2.5 cents per kilowatt-hour, 26 percent less
than the Idaho Power Co. rate. The rate to
the small city consumer using 1,200 kilowatt-
hours per year in Boise, Idaho, Nampa, Idaho,
Twin Falls, Idaho, and several other cities
in that State is 3.4 cents per kilowatt-hour.
In EKnoxville, Tenn., Nashville, Tenn., and
many other cities in that State, the average
rate for the small city consumer is $2.50, and
in some cases as low as $2.25. In Jefferson
City, Tenn., the rate is $3.50. That city is
served by the Appalachian Electric Power Co,

Thus, it is easily seen that the Idaho Power
Co. can offer a low rate to 27.3 percent of its
customers comprising its farm service, if the
other 72.7 percent pay a higher rate.

The cooperatives of Idaho do not have the
advantages of a diversified customer group.
They do not serve a single town with a popu-
lation of 2,600 or over, according to FPC fig-
ures. The area served by the cooperatives is
sparsely settled. They encounter a density
of 2.4 consumers per mile of line and sell
approximately 10,800 kilowatt-hours per mile
of line per year. The Idaho Power Co., by
comparison, enjoys a consumer density of
8.85 consumers per mile of line, and sells
152,000 kilowatt-hours per mile of line per
year, or 14 times the kilowatt-hour sales
density of the cooperatives.

Fifty-three percent of the total energy sold
by the Idaho Power Co. goes to industrial
and commercial consumers,

By comparison, only 21.9 percent of the
cooperatives’ kilowatt-hour sales are in the
industrial and commercial eategory.

There is also one additional fact that was
completely ignored in the statistics presented
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by the junior Senator from Arizona. The
Idaho Power Co. has on file with the FPC a
statement of policy which provides that the
company will not bulld additional line or add
capacity to existing line to serve farm con-
sumers unless the estimated construction
cost of such line is less than 10 times the
estimated annual revenue from it. If the
estimated construction cost is more than 10
times the annual revenue, then the customer
desiring service must make a cash payment
to the company to cover a portion of the
construction cost, or guarantee a minimum
monthly payment for 10 years. The annual
sum of such minimum guaranteed monthly
payment must be one-twelfth of the esti-
mated construction cost of the new line. In
other words, the customer desiring such serv-
ice must guarantee to pay in revenue to the
company 83.5 percent of the cost of such line
within a 10-year period, whether he uses the
electricity or not.

Let us assume that a farmer who lives 1
mile away from an existing line of the com=~
pany desires to take service.

Let us assume that his immediate need
for electricity is 3,214 kilowatt-hours per
year, about one-half of the average of all
the other farms in the Idaho Power Co.
service area. This is a reasonable situation
because the load of the normal farmer grows
each year and a new farmer coming on the
line would not have many appliances. It
costs about $1,700 to build a mile of line.
Our farmer, in order to get service, would
have to guarantee to pay the Idaho Power
Co. $141.50 per year for a 10-year period in-
stead of the $80.60 which would be his bill
under the normal rate schedule, In other
words, such a farmer would pay 4.4 cents per
kilowatt-hour for his energy, or 76 percent
above the normal rate, simply because his
farm is difficult to serve.

It is just such policies as this that have
brought the rural electric cooperatives of
Idaho into existence. It is a long-standing
policy of REA cooperatives to strive for area
coverage, that is, to serve all farms within
their service area. The cooperatives must
build many long lines to serve a few farms,
but all farmers served enjoy the same rate
schedule. A rural electric cooperative serves
a predominantly farm load in a sparsely set=
tled area as a general rule. An investor-
owned utility company serves the heavily
settled urban and suburban areas and all
the industrial and commercial aspects of
such areas. To infer that the rates charged
by each should be equal is to admit ignor-
ance of the basic difference between them
or to be victimized by misleading statistics.
Now a word about taxes.

The material inserted into the Recorp by
the junior Senator from Arizona correctly
shows that the Idaho Power Co. paid $7,823,-
072 in taxes during 1953, amounting to about
3.51 mills per kilowatt-hour. However,
$4,113,600 of this amount was Federal in-
come tax and $253,700 was State income tax,
The rural electric cooperatives are not sub-
ject to elther State or Federal income taxes
because they operate on a cost-of-service
basis and earn no net income. The Idaho
Power Co. would not pay income tax either
except for the fact that it enjoys a sub-
stantlal net income each year.

The cooperatives of Idaho paid $93,016 in
taxes during 1853, which amounted to about
1.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. Certainly no
one could suggest that an organization
which does not earn income should pay an
income tax, or that the taxes pald by such
an organization would be comparable to
those paid by the large investor-owned,
profit-earning corporations. Such a com-
parison is analogous to saying that the taxes
paid by a man earning a salary of $5,000 per
year are comparable to those of a person
earning $100,000 per year.

If the taxes paid by the Idaho Power Co.
and by the cooperatives of that State are
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placed on a comparable basis, by excluding
income tax, the figures show that the com-
pany pald $3,455,772, or 1.66 mills per kilo-
watt-hour in taxes, exclusive of income taxes,
compared to the cooperative payment of
$03,016, or 14 mills per kilowatt-hour in
taxes. Here then is a little difference, especi-
ally considering that the cooperatives own
only distribution lines and own no generat-
ing facilities of their own.

If they generated their own power, the
increased taxes would likely result in their
nonprofit taxes actually being higher than
Idaho Power Co. taxes.

———

EQUITY INVESTMENT IN UNITED
STATES AND FOREIGN CORPORA-
TIONS

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the eyes
of the Nation and the world have been
on the Senate Foreign Relations and
House Foreign Affairs Committee as they
have continued their review of the ad-
ministration’s proposals for mutual-se-
curity assistance in the 1957 fiscal year.

Meanwhile, however, an increasing
number of Americans are fortunately
giving their attention to ways and means
of encouraging to a larger extent, pri-
vate investment abroad.

I am sure it is the consensus of the
Congress and of our people, as a whole
that, to the most feasible extent, we
should rely in the future upon the move-
ment of private capital, rather than on
governmental assistance.

PREVIOUS COMMENTS BY SENATOR WILEY

On a good many occasions on the Sen-
ate floor, I have developed this theme—
stressing the role of American private
investment overseas, the role of American
banks, investment trusts, other financial
institutions like the International Bank,
the Export-Import Bank, the Interna-
tional Finance Corporation, and others.

MY QUESTIONS ON PRIVATE INVESTMENT

As the mutual-security bill has been
reviewed, I have asked questions repeat-
edly of administration witnesses, regard-
ing the extent to which foreign countries
are or are not improving the climate
for American investment.

PRIVATE EQUITY SHARES

One of the phases of considerable in-
terest to me has been the climate and
conditions for an increasing amount of
ownership of Americans in foreign en-
terprises through the purchase of equity
stock.

As everyone is aware, there is always
obviously a certain risk in stock pur-
chases, even in the best so-called blue
chips here at home.

But in the United States, in this great
country of ours, we have seen how the
willingness of millions of investors to
risk their savings has been responsible
for making America emerge as the great-
est, richest, most powerful, freest na-
tion on earth

It is our hope that conditions will be
such in foreign lands as to attract more
and more equity capital from America—
not, I emphasize, on a wild speculative
basis, of course, not on a get-rich-quick
basis, but on a sound, sensible, continu-
ing, partnership basis.

For capital to go abroad, whether it
is in the form of private direct invest-
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ment in a factory or a mine or a mineral,
or in any other form, there must be still
more opportunity, more possibility of
financial return—considering the larger
risks inevitably involved—than there
might be in our own country.

That is why foreign governments and
peoples have a heavy responsibility to
create and maintain conditions which
will attract capital which might other-
wise be expended in the enormous oppor-
tunities here in America.

Foreign governments must help cut
red tape, nuisance restrictions, unfair
taxation which impede private invest-
ment. Basically, they must keep their
financial house in order.

Time after time, United States bankers
and other financial leaders have been
repelled from investment by loose or ar-
bitrary fiscal practices abroad, incom-
patible with free enterprise.

Thus far, only a fraction of the United
States investment potential abroad has
been achieved.

ONE BILLION FOUR HUNDRED MILLION INCREASE
IN 1954

According to the Department of Com-
merce for the year for which statistics
are most recently available, in 1954, there
was however, an increase of $1.4 billions
in the value of United States private in-
vestments in foreign securities, and short
and medium term credits and assets
abroad.

Of that amount, $860 million resulted
from net capital flow from the United
States. The remainder reflected im-
proved market values for the dollar bonds
and local currency bonds and equity se-
curities of foreign countries.

Incidentally, in our own country, the
amount of foreign-owned investment
and assets increased by $3 billions dur-
ing 1954. The largest component of
that sum consists of foreign-owned short
term dollar assets, including obligations
of the United States Government. But
most of the increase represented the
sharp rise in the market value of United
States corporate stocks.

Since America is the world's greatest
financial power, the capital flow will
basically be from our shores.

Numerous proposals have been ad-
vanced, therefore, for bringing larger
numbers of both large and small private
investors into ownership of foreign se-
curities.

Lest they get “burned” however, on
relatively unfamiliar foreign economic
details, particular care and discretion
must always be exercised by the investor.
And care must be taken by official regu-
latory authority as well, while allowing
the free enterprise system to operate.

MY REQUEST ON SEC

Recently, I called upon the Securities
and Exchange Commission for infor-
mation with regard to the registration
of new foreign issues on American ex-
changes. I believe that the recent pat-
tern of such registration has been a
healthy one, being pursued on a sound
basis by the New York and the American
Stock Exchanges. :

I send to the desk the text of the in-
formation supplied by the SEC.

And as background, I append the text
of an article which was published in the
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October 8, 1955, issue of Business Week.
I ask unanimous consent that the text
of this material be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the matters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Private, long-term portfolio capital move-
ments by type and area, 1951-55
[Millions of dollars; capital outflow]

1951 | 1952 | 1953 | 1954 | 1955
All areas, by type.....|—437 |—214 | 185 |—225 | —92
New foreign securities.|—401 |—286 |—270 |—309 | —116
Amortizations and re-
demptions.......... 113 66 | 139 | 124 203
Transactions in out-
standing issues, met.| 25| 131 | 223 76 -9
Banking and eommer-
cial loans, net_.___.. —84 |—125 93 |—116 | =170
Canadian’ capital
movements by
type, total..._._____ =232 | =30 | =1 67 173
New securities_.______ —302 |—158 (—203 [—167 | —38
Amortizations and re-
demptions._________ 88 38 | 108 89 160
Transactions in out-
standing issues, net.| —20 | 100
Banking and commer- 94| 145 51
cial loans, net_______ 2| =10
All cupna] move-
ments, by area,
Canada, total__._.. —232 | =30 | =1 a7 173
Latin  American Ite-
publics, total_._____| 30 34 34 | —80 | —195
Europe, total_________| —35 | —90 | 209 85 3
Other countries, total.| —47 | —10 4|=124 | —48
International institu-
tions, total.... ... —153 |-118 | —61 |—164 | —25

Source: Department of Commerce, Survey of Current
Business,

Foreign bonds listed on New York Stock

Ezchange
[In millions]
Num- | Num-
Date ber of | ber of l;]m M_ml'kut
issures | issues | V&IUe R
Dee. 31, 1653 ... 25 55 | $607. 734 506, 7
Dee, 31, 1054, 36 76 600, 831 53L. 3
Dec. 31, 1955__ ... a5 74 567, 86T 484.2

Foreign stocks (common) listed on New
York Stock Exchange

[Tn millions]
Num- | Num-
Date ber is- | her is- N;gz‘g’ M::]rk‘:t‘
suers | sues bl
Dee. 31, 1953 ... 19 17 741 $1,015.3
Dee, 31 1964, ... 20 18 7.0 38, 065, 1
Dec. 31, 1956 _... 22 20 7.6 4,093.2

Foreign stocks (common and preferred) listed

on New York Stock Exchange
Num- | Num-

Date ber of | ber of | Member | Market

issuers | issues bk
Miltions | Millions
Dee. 31,1953 ... 19 20 74. 6 $1,943.3
Dee, 31,1954 ___. 20 21 7.6 3,007.2
Dee. 31, 1955_-___ 22 23 88.2 4,124, 1

Foreign companies registered under the Se-
curities Act of 1933, calendar years 1954 and
1955

1954 | 1955

Number of statements filed (see list of
names attached) .. o onoao o, 2 24

EFFECTIVE REGISTRATIONS
Number of stat t 17 17
Number of issues. ... oooooo i odana- 1 20
Dolar amount {milllnrls of dollars).......| 162.9 | 207.3
Cash aceount of issuer

Number of staiemenm == 14 14
Number of issues 14 15
Dollar amount (millions of doli.urs}_.. 152.5 | 171.2
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Foreign companies registered under the Se-
curities Act of 1933, calendar years 1954
and 1955—Continued

1954 | 1055
Cash account of issuer—Continued

Mining:

Number of issues....ecoeeecneacna 8 6

Dollar amount (millums of dol-

lars) 10.9 7.7

Manufacturing:

Number of Issnes. . oo 0 4

Dollar amount (millions of dol-
lars)... - 53.3
Investment commn es:
vNumber of i&%niﬁ ................. 6 &
Dollar amount (milllons of dol-
1417 | 110.2

lars) Sy
Other: Dollar amount (millions of dol-
lars) 10.4 | 126.1

Foreign companies registered wunder the
Securities Act of 1933, calendar year 1954
SEC file No. 112562: Philippine Long Dis-

tance Telephone Co,

SEC file No., 10704: Scurry Rainbow Oil,

Ltd.

SEC file No. 1196: Canadian Delhi Petro-
leum, Ltd.
SEC flle No. 10764: De Von Le Duc Olls,

Ltd. (Withdrawn August 1954.)

SEC file No. 11308: Investors Group Can-
adian Fund, Ltd.

SEC file No. 10821: Scudder Fund of Can-
ada, Ltd.

SEC flle No. 11026: United Funds, Canada,

Litd.

SEC file No, 11045: Canada General Fund,

1954, Ltd.

SEC file No. 11050: New York Capital Fund
of Canada, Ltd.

SEC file No. 11060: Lake Lauzon Mines, Ltd.

SEC file No. 11191: Templeton Growth

Fund of Canada, Ltd.

SEC file No. 11242: Stancan Uranium Corp.
SEC file No, 11335: Canada General Fund,

1954, Ltd.

SEC file No. 10203: Trican Petro Chemical

Corp.

SEC file No. 11074: Keystone Fund of Can-
ada, Lid.

SEC file No. 11315: Aluminum, Ltd.

SEC file No. 11322: Canada Petrofina, Ltd.

SEC file No. 10828: Pan Israel Oil Co,, Inc,
VT and Pan Israel Oil Co., Inc.

SEC file No. 10829: Mediterranean Petro-
leum Corp.,, Inc., VT and Mediterranean
Petroleum Corp,, Inc.

BEC file No. 11159: Israel Mediterranean
Petroleum, Inc., VT and Israel Mediterranean
Petroleum, Ine.

SEC file No. 11160: Pan Israel Oil Co,, Inc,,
VT and Pan Israel Oil Co., Inc.

SEC file No. 11262: Rhodesian Selection
Trust, Ltd.,

Foreign companies registered under the Se-
curities Act of 1933, calendar year 1955

SEC file No. 11817: Northwest Nitro Chemi-
cals, Ltd.

BEC file No. 11928: Home Oil Co., Ltd.

SEC file No. 115456: De Von Le Duc Oils,
Ltd. (Withdrawn June 1855.)

SEC file No. 11349: Nipissing Mines Co.,
Ltd.

SEC file No. 11383: Consolidated Fenimore
Iron Mines, Ltd. Y

SEC file No. 11393: Consolidated Subury
Basin Mines, Ltd.

SEC file No. 11427: Southern Union Oils,
Ltd.

SEC file No. 11520: Wilrich Petroleum, Ltd.
(Withdrawn April 1855.)
BEC file No. 11523:
(Withdrawn April 1955.)

SEC file No. 11660: New Bristol Oils, Ltd.
(Withdrawn May 1955.)

SEC file No. 11580: Stancan Uranium Corp.
(Withdrawn November 1855.)

SEC file No. 11613: Peruvian Oils & Min-
erals, Ltd.

Dyno Mines, Ltd.
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SEC file No, 11619: Saxon Uranium Mines,
Litd.
SEC file No. 11804: Scudder Fund of Can-
ada, Ltd.

SEC file No. 11858: Yellowknife Uranium
Corp. (Withdrawn November 1955.)

BEC file No. 11989: Canuba Manganese
Mines, Ltd. (Withdrawn January 1956.)

SEC file No. 12127: Canada General Fund
1954, Ltd.

SEC file No. 12175: Algoma Central & Hud-
son Bay Rallway Co., first-mortgage bond-
holders committee.

Additional and new foreign issues listed on
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SEC file No. 11618: Bonnyville Oil & Re-
fining Corp.

SEC file No. 11620: North Penn Gas Co.
LtEEC file No. 11807: Canadian Petrofina,

BSEC file No. 11456: Israel Pecan Planta=
tions, Ltd. 3

SEC file No. 11938: “Isras” Israel Rassco
Invest. Co., Ltd.

SEC file No. 12020: Industria Electrica de
Mezxico, 8. A. (Electrical Industry of Mexico,
Inc.).

New York and American Stock Exchanges;

1964 and 19565

Effective Issue
NEW YORE STOCK EXCHANGE
Royal Dutch Petroleum Co., 50 Guilder par ordinary shares July 15,1954 | 4,200,000 shares.
Commonwealth of Australia 33 percent bonds due 1969 1. -| Jan. 51955 | $25,000,000.
Belgium 4 percent bonds due 1964 ! -| Jan, 21,1955 | $15,000,000.
United Steel Works Corp., in liguidation participating certificates, in | Mar. 6, 1955 | $21,500,000.
bonds of 9 German issuers.!
Norway 414 percent bonds due 19651 _ oo canaaan May 10,1855 | $7,500,000.
Rhm‘lt‘sian Selection Trust Ltd., ADR’s representing 5 whminss par.. June 28 1955 | 21,176,000 ADR's,
Franklurt-On-Main refunding 4,9 percent ds dne 1978 1a o oae o iis Oct. 28, 1955
AMERICAN STOOK EXCHANGE
Un!ted Rayon Mfg. Corp. (AKU) ADR's for ordinary shares, 1,000 HFL | Jan, 20,1954 | 2,057,230 ADR's.
Sun Carlos Milling Co. Ltd., $8 par capital stock. .o ooocmi oo May 9, 1954 m,% shares,
Israel-Mediterranean Pctroleum, Inc.-American VTC for 1 cent par com- | Nov, 1,1954 | 443,800 VTC’s,
mon.
Pan-Israel Ofl Co., ‘Inc American VTC for 1 cent par COMMON.. « - ccemmenennnn do:_ Ly 1,503,000 VTC’s,
Philippine Long Di Telep Oo- June 21,1955 | 1,358,000 VTC's.

! Additional issues, other new issues.

‘WaLL STREET GoEs ForelgN Now

“London has had its day as the world's
banker. It is New York's turn now.”

If you heard this sentiment once in Wall
SBtreet back in the fall of 1945 you heard it a
dozen times. That was before even the
wisest of New York's international bankers
realized that the postwar reconstruction job
would take about 10 years—a decade during
which Uncle Sam, rather than the private
financial institutions of either London or
New York, would in one guise or another
play the role of world banker.

Now you are hearing the same refrain
again. And this time what starts it going is
not just & gleam in a New York banker’s eye,
as it was in 1945. Hard cash is being put on
the line by leading investment banks, by
some of the big commercial banks, and by a
number of brokerage houses that have been
specializing recently in foreign securities.

These institutions—and .those interested
aren't all in New York—think that the time
has arrived to add a new dimension to United
States banking operations—the sharing of
ownership in foreign enterprises by the pur-
chase of equity stock. This would supple-
ment the outward flow of dollar funds that
already comes from (1) direct investments
abroad by big United States manufacturers,
oll companies, and mining firms; and (2)
loans made by the World Bank and the Ex-
port-Import Bank.

I. HOW IT'S DEVELOPING

There is little or nothing to resemble the
1920's in the current “go foreign” flurry in
‘Wall Street. There has been plenty of in-
terest in foreign securities, especially British
and Dutch industrial blue chips. But you
don't hear even a whisper about the kind of
European and South American bonds that
whetted the United States investor’s appetite
in the twenties and then soured him on for-
eign securities for a generation.

In the picture: Here are some of the devel-
opments that make up the present flurry:

New York’s Euhn, Loeb & Co. and First
Boston Corp. joilned hands this week with
8. G. Warburg & Co., Ltd., of London, to
form a new $10 million international invest-
ment ﬂrm'—'l‘ransooeanic Development Corp.,

Ltd.—to acquire equity investments in for=
eign countries other than Canada. A dozen
United States banking and brokerage firms, a
dozen British and continental investment
banks, and one Canadian bank are in Trans-
oceanic (a Canadian company) as particl-
pants, Some United States and forelgn
financial institutions are complaining this
week about being left out.

The Chase Bank, affiliate of New York’s
Chase Manhattan, has in the works a similar
investment banking operation intended to
finance and develop new enterprises both in
Canada and abroad. A Canadian corporation
already has been formed for this purpose.

Bet to get in on the act is the Inter-Amer=
ican Capital Corp., backed by Time, Inec., and
a New Orleans group. This outfit, which
will be managed from New York, will devote
itself exclusively to pushing investment in
Latin America.

Plans are on foot for extending the mutual
funds idea into the foreign field. One big
contender (BW—Aug. 20, 1955, p. 141) is
the International Resources Fund, Inc,,
managed by Capital Research & Management
Co., of Los Angeles, which is planning to
float a stock issue this month through New
York's Kidder, Peabody & Co. and others.

There is talk in Wall Street that in the
foreseeable future several of the blue-chip
British and continental industrial corpora-
tions might sell a portion of any new stock
issues in the New York market., That pros-
pect is one of the things that led Lazard
Freres & Co. and Lehman Bros. last month
to buy a 10-percent interest in the Medio-
banca of Milan, Italy.

Adding up: In some Wall Street circles,
these developments add up to (1) the re-
vival of an international capital market;
and (2) the emergence of New York as an
international investment banking center,
potentially as the world center.

But you will find some “streeters"” who
have their fingers crossed on both ecounts,
even assuming healthy economic conditions
here and abroad. And there are others who
take such a dinv view of market prospects
here in New York that they think the whole
business will prove to be a bubble that will
burst, they say, just as soon as the bears take
over in Wall Street.
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II. WHAT'S BEHIND IT?

There Is not much disagreement, though,
about the things that have produced the
go-forelgn mood on Wall Street. What you
have had in the past year is the conjunction
of favorable developments abroad, favorable

by postwar standards, and a changing invest-'

ment climate in the United States.

On the foreign side there has been (1) the
easing of cold-war tension, which has made
the wark risk look a lot more remote; (2) the
economic upsurge in Western Europe, which
has brought the lowering of exchange re-
strictions; and (3) the eagerness of many
underdeveloped countries to speed their eco-
nomic growth,

Potential;: The United States, potentially,
at least, has still untapped resources of in-
dustrial know-how and capital. New York
bankers will tell you of the flood of foreign
visitors, from Africa and Asia as well as Eu-
rope and Latin America, which they have
been recelving this year.

These visitors come to New York, as they
used to go to London, looking for know-how
or capital or both. Though London remains
the biggest single source for trading funds—
used to finance the trade of the sterling
area—l1t hasn’t anything like the potential
New York has for providing private invest-
ment funds.

On top of that, American investors are
locking this year for greener pastures than
Wall Street has been able to provide (Busi-
ness Week, June 4, 1855, p. 130). The dif-
ference in ylelds between New York and Lon-
don telis a good part of the story. Late in
Beptember (just before President Eisen-
hower’'s illness) the average gross yleld for
the Financial Times Industrial index was
5.1 percent agalnst 4 percent for the Dow-
Jones industrial average.

III. NEW DIMENSIONS

Even the enthusiasts don't say that total
United States private investment will sud-
denly shoot up as a result of this new inter-
est In foreign equities. All they are claiming
1s that a new dimension is belng added to
the picture. And they don't for a minute
belittle the importance of what the big
United States corporations have done during
the postwar period by way of direct invest-
ments abroad and what the World Bank has
done with its loans.

Actually the World Bank has been tapping
some of the investment funds that Wall
Street now hopes to draw on. The bank has
sold some 500 million worth of its own bonds
in the United States market. And soon a
subsidiary of the bank—the International Fi-
nance Corporation (Business Week, Sept. 10,
1955, p. 105)—may be doing very much the
same kind of jJob as the new Transoceanic
Development Corporation.

Perhaps just as important, the bank has
helped reestablish some order in postwar In-
ternational financing—something that pri-
vate banks probably couldn’'t have achieved
in the shaky postwar years.

A natural: Transoceanic Development
Corporation is an entirely new departure for
Wall Street. But Kuhn, Loeb and First Bos-
ton Corp. think it's a natural for today's
world. Its aim is to provide new capital for
the expansion of mining, manufacturing,
and commercial enterprise in any foreign
country that provides atiractive investment
opportunities.

In exploiting such opportunities, Trans-
oceanic has the advantage not only of 8. G.
Warburg's international connections but of
its own relations with a dozen top-flight
British, Dutch, German, and French invest-
ment banks. Then on the United States side
it gains the same kind of depth from its
American participants.

Setup: Transoceanic's Initial paid-in capi-
tal is 5 million, of which three-fifths has
been taken up by United States and Ca-
nadian participants and two-fifths by Euro-
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pean participants. The firm has no present
intention of going to the public for more
capltal. It feels that its resources are more
than adequate for the kind of operations it
plans for the near future.

Here's the way it might operate:

Normally, Transoceanic won't be making
big dollar investments in new foreign enter-
prises or the expansion of existing ones.
For example, one of its numerous projects
calls for only a 3- to 6-percent participa-
tion by Transoceanic. The rest of the re-
sources would come from United States and
European participants and their clients.
The idea is to provide funds when they
are needed as a catalyst to get promising
foreign projects off paper.

Transoceanic set up shop in Canada for
two reasons: (1) The tax advantage it can
gain there; and (2) the preference of its
European particilpants to handle their fi-
nancing through Canada rather than New
York.

Another direction: A different kind of op-
eration is involved in the recent Lazard-
Lehman deal with Ifaly's Mediobanca. Pre-
viously, Lazard had been buying into a
French bank or two, with the idea of gain-
ing a strong position In French overseas
banking operations. Then Lazard hooked
up with Lehman to get an operating posi-
tion in Italy.

The Mediobanca, which was formed in
1948 by three of Italy’s leading banks, virtu-
ally dominates the investment banking busi-
ness in Italy. Most of Italy's big industrial
corporations use it to handle their public
issues. Undoubtedly, if firms such at Fiat,
Pirelli, or Montecatinl should want to sell
part of an issue in New York, Lazard and
Lehman would get the business.

Uncertainties: According to Wall Street
rumor, there is still some uncertainty as to
whether International Resources Fund will
go ahead with its plan for a public issue in
October. Capital Management, the fund’'s
manager, says it is 99 percent sure the issue
will hit the market in mid-October. If it
does, investors will be able to buy into a
mutual fund whose securities will be split
roughly 50-50 between United States corpo-
rations with foreign Iinterests and foreign
enterprises.

All this new activity involving foreign se-
curities hinges on a healthy stock market
here in the United States. If the market
turns really sour, as a few “streeters” now
predict, much of the current fiurry might
goon look like no more than a bubble, These
“streeters” say it has always been hard to
sell even high-grade Canadian securities in
a declining market, and European securlties
would be likely to suffer even more.

ASIAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE ON
CULTURAL RELATIONS

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, yester=
day, as is shown at page 8340 of the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, I spoke about the
conference on Asian-American cultural
relations. Today it was my privilege to
speak to the participants in the confer-
ence who are mentioned in yesterday’s
statement, at a luncheon in the Vanden-
berg room in the Capitol.

In my remarks I said:

I want to convey warmest greetings to our
visiting friends of Asla.

Today, on Capitol Hill, they are climaxing,
I believe, a 4-week tour of the United States,
which started in San Francisco, and which
has continued through the Midwest and the
East.

COMMENTS IN CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
YESTERDAY
Yesterday, on the Senate floor, I was

pleased to convey my initlal word of greeting
to you.

May 18

Around the table I have been glad to dis-
tribute tearsheets of my remarks—page 8340
of the May 17 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
WELCOME TO ASIAN AND UNITED STATES GUESTS

We are pleased to welcome each of you
here. We are pleased, too, to welcome the
distinguished men and women in universi-
ties, the State Department, and elsewhere,
who have helped make your visit to the
States and to Washington, in particular, re-
warding, I trust.

VOICES OF EAST WELCOME
Yesterday, we, in the Congress, had the
privilege of hearing from the distinguished

President of Indonesia, Sukarno—a great
voice from the East.

Today, In our midst, we are pleassd to
have the president of the University of Indo-
nesia, Dr. Djohan, as well as our other fine
iriends.

We are happy to get to know you better,
%nd we know that you want to get to know us

etter.

OUR DIFFERENT CULTURES

We want to learn more about your culture,
your ancient, rich heritage and tradition.

Each of you come from heritages which
are obviously somewhat different from ours—
Hindu, or a Moslem, or Buddhist, or other;
but we share the same love of liberty, and the
same belief in the human personality and
human dignity.

OUR BASIC QUESTION—HOW TO IMPROVE
RELATIONS

The question which I should like to sub-
mit to our friends from Asia is a positive
question, an affirmative question.

It is this: In your travel throughout the
United States, what has impressed you most
in American culture?

What are the points of agreement between
our cultures, and how may we strengthen our
cultural ties?

Each of our friends from Burma, Cam-
bodia, Ceylon, India, Indonesia, Laos,
Pakistan, the Philippines, Thailand, and
Vietnam responded to the question.
They spoke of their impressions gained
from the 4 weeks they had spent in
America, and they mentioned many
points of agreement between the cultures
of their lands and our own.

Also present at the luncheon and ad-
dressing the group werkt the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MansrFieLb]l, the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN],
and Representatives Furton and Juop.

It is such meetings as these which
break down barriers of misunderstand-
ing. Everyone present felt that there
should be more such visitations among
the citizens of the various countries.

ORDER FOR CALL OF THE CALEN-
DAR ON MONDAY

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that on Monday
next, immediately following the conclu-
sion of the morning hours, there be a call
of the calendar for the consideration of
measures to which there is no objection,
beginning at the point where the previ-
ous call ended.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. As the Chair understands, the re-
quest should also include a request for
the consideration of Calendar No. 1874,
House bill 3054, a hill for the relief of
Allen Pope, his heirs or personal repre-
sentatives, which bill was carried over
from the previous call of the calendar
with the agreement that it would be
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called at the next succeeding call of the
calendar.

Mr, BIBLE. That is correct; and my
unanimous-consent request should be
amended to that extent.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Nevada? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

Is there further morning business?

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, of course,
the farm bill is the unfinished business.
The Senate is operating today under a
unanimous-consent agreement for limi-
tation of debate. In order to give all
Senators the opportunity of making in-
sertions in the Recorp, I think it might
be in the interest of order and expedition
in connection with today’s proceedings
to suggest the absence of & quorum at
this time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The absence of a quorum is sug-
gested. With the understanding that
morning business is not closed, the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BIBLE., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

MEDICAL CARE FOR DEPENDENTS
OF MEMBERS OF UNIFORMED
SERVICES

The ACTING FRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives an-
nouncing its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
9429) to provide medical care for de-
pendents of members of the uniformed
services, and for other purposes, and re-
questing a conference with the Senate
on the disagreeing vctes of the two
Houses thereon.

Mr. RUSSELL. I move that the Sen-
ate insist upon its amendment, agree to
the request of the House for a conference,
and that the Chair appoint the conferees
on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Acting President pro tempore appointed
Mr. RusseLL, Mr. BYrp, Mr. JoHNSON of
Texas, Mr. SALTONSTALL, and Mr. BRIDGES
conferees on the part of the Senate.

SUGGESTIONS BY DEMOCRATIC
PARTY IN MONTANA FOR A NA-
TIONAL FARM PROGRAM
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, while

the President’s veto of the first farm bill
makes it clearly impossible to write an
adequate farm program into law this
year, I think it is appropriate to place in
the Recorp at this time a yardstick of
what farmers need and want.

The Democratic Party in Montana re-
cently has developed specific suggestions
for a national farm program. These
suggestions represent a summation of
ideas and conclusions reached by 23 re-
gional farm forums held in Montana un-
der the sponsorship of the Democratic
Party of the State. Each of the 56
counties was represented at these for-
ums. More than 800 farmers and stock=
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men participated in the discussions. At
the summation meeting, consultants
from Montana State College and Repre=
sentative LEe MercaLr participated.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
material printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECoRD,
as follows:

MONTANA DEMOCRATIC PARTY SUGGESTIONS FOR
A NATIONAL FARM PROGRAM

We, the undersigned, recognizing need for
a sound farm program in order to safeguard
the economy of our State have selected from
those ideas submitted at the farm forum
meetings the following propositions as a sug-
gested farm program for Montana.

We believe that a farm program to be suc-
cessful must be administered at the State
and local level embracing sufficient flexi-
bility to readily conform with the problems
of each individual State.

Reglonal chalrmen: Senator William Groff,
Victor; Representative Arnold Rieder,
Boulder; Edward V. Kottas, Lewistown; Les-
ter Butledge, Big Sandy; A. A. Healow,
Billings; Representative Lloyd Barnard, Saco;
Representative John J. McDonald, Jordan.

County committee members: Clarence
Bick Ronan; Alfred Anderson, Hamilton;
Boyington Paige, Philipsburg; Farmer Bean,
Gold Creek; Ulrich W. Deschamps, Missoula;
Paul K. Harlow, Thompson Falls; Tom Am-
brose, Big Fork; Carl Starbakken, Libby;
Leslie Staudemeyer, Dillion; Clark Raymond,
Sheridan; Hugh J. Murphy, Butte; Al Donich,
Deer Lodge; Robert Hensley, Townsend; Paul
Ringling, White Sulphur Springs; J. Rogan,
north of Helena; Paul Hodge, Moccasin; Paul
Holzer, Benchland; Elden Freed, Winnett;
Francis Manley, Cut Bank; Shade Denson,
Bhelby; Robert Elings, Conrad; Orval Brain,
Chester; Senator Gordon McGowan, High-
wood; Raymond Lenbart, Havre; John R.
Hoehn, Chinook; Merrill Plummer, Fairfield;
Allen V. Chesbro, Jr., Belt; Nobel Meisdalen,
Malta; Lovitt Westlake, Bozeman, W. W. Pep-
per, Wilsall; Claude Gray, Big Timber; John
Reitz, Harlowton; Nat Allen, Ryegate; Frank
V. Oset, Roundup; Adolph Schaak, Billings;
Karney J. Redman, Wyola; Robert Brastrup,
Joliet; Jake Frank, Park City; Ronald Oster-
berg, Glasgow; Alton Wesen, Glasgow; Sid
Cotton, Glasgow; J. E. Carney, Scobey; Henry
Crohn, Dagmar; C. R. Casterline, Culbertson;
Frank Daniels, Sidney; Bob Dever, Glendive;
Martin Beck, Vida; L. P. Larson, Wibaux;
Glen Edsall, Brusett; Janet McDonald, For-
syth; Senator Dave Manning, Hysham; Mar=-
cus Tonn, Miles City; Rudolf F. Lutts,
Carlyle; Ben Juriea, Powderville; John H,
‘Walling, Ekalaka; Gottlieb Ulrich, Marsh.

Respectfully submitted.

LESTER RUTLEDGE,
Chairman.
Mavx 5, 1956.

BUGGESTIONS FOR NATIONAL FArRM PROGRAM

1. Responsible Department of Agriculture
officials should furnish information to the
public to show the American farmer in his
true light as a modern businessman requir-
ing special skill in his job in safeguarding
this keystone of America’s economy.

2. Adequate reserve of farm commodities
should be set aside for national protection in
case of war, drought years or other emer-
gency on the national level. The cost of
maintaining such g reserve should not be a
charge against agriculture but against na-
tional defense. Such reserves should not
be marketed excepting in times of national
emergency.

8. More research into livestock diseases in=
cluding beef and dairy cattle.

4. More research looking for a better and
more profitable utilization of byproducts of
farm products and livestock.
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5. Representatives of the Department of
Agriculture should go to foreign countries
and search our new markets for our farm
commodities.

6. Greater effort should be made to sub=
stitute food for money in aiding foreign
nations.

7. Need is seen for the Department of Agri=-
culture to take a realistic modern approach
to the changing course of agriculture and to
problems peculiar to the various reglons in
the United States. Much can be done with
existing laws to bring about a greater pros-
perity in our agricultural industry which
will benefit both producer and consumer,

SUGGESTIONS FOR FARM FPROGRAM FOR
MONTANA

Livestock

1. There should be regulations preventing
diseased cattle from being butchered and
used for human consumption, and to per=-
mit sale of such cattle for animal food only.
If necessary a compensatory payment should
be made to producers.

2. It is suggested a compensatory payment
should be provided on heifers weighing up
to 800 pounds. This will tend to reduce num-
bers. The compensatory payment could be
based on a fluctuating price that protects
the producer so he will realize an adequate
but not excessive return on his investment.
Payment should be direct to the producer.
Payments could be stopped when consump=
'E:rn reaches a desired level with cattle num-

8.

3. It is thought greater consideration
should be given to a food stamp plan for
State and Federal institutions and welfare
agencies to increase consumption of beef.

4. Expanded use of beef in school lunch
programs,

Dairy

1. Continuation of the milk control law.

2. Consideration of increased parity for
producers.

Sheep

1. Continuation of present compensatory
payment law.
Sugar beets

1. We endorse the recent Senate bill as
passed giving us 556 percent of the popula-
tion increase.

Wheat

1. Agricultural programs should be ad-
ministered by farmer committees elected by
farmers at community meetings. The dele-
gates elected at these meetings would elect
the county committees and overall State
committee. Such groups would work with
the Department of Agriculture and prob-
lems could be met on a regional basis., Pro-
visions of programs should be presented for
discussion at community farmer meetings
and opinions expressed by the farmers at
these meetings given consideration.

2. Price supports should be based on a
parity formula which would stabilize the
price of wheat and other farm commodi-
ties in terms of what it will buy of goods
used in operation of the farm.

3. We feel regulation should be on a bushel
allotment, rather than on an acreage al-
lotment basis. In effect it would mean mar-
keting control rather than production con=-
trol. There would be consideration given
to some control over feed grains, keeping in
mind the relation of feed grains to live-
stock production.

4. Issuance of a marketing card for the
maximum bushels an operator can sell at
100 percent of parity as his share of the
domestic market, export market, etec.
This amount can be determined by the past
history of the farm.

5. If the price at the elevator for such
maximum bushels is below 100 percent of
parity the Government should make up the
difference.
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6. Maximum bushels of production for in-
dustrial size farms should be on a sliding
scale basis.

7. It is suggested there should be strict
compulsory controls, with all producers
either coming under the controls or being
subject to severe penalties.

8. Parity should be increased as maximum
bushel production is reduced.

9. Stricter regulation of imports of farm
commodities, particularly those which are
below parity or in surplus.

10. Continue program to provide credit to
farmers for needed expansion to secure a
family-size farm and for building storage
space for surplus products.

11. The Northwest States were on a 50-50
basis (summer fallow and crop) when the
program was started and these States thereby
were penalized because they had to reduce
again on this half of their acreage. This
acreage was lost to other States where corn,
cotton, tobacco, etc., acreage was diverted
to crops which the Northwest States had
produced.

12, Encourage on the farm rather than
commercial grain storage. This would effect
a considerable saving to the Government and
reduce criticismms of the program by the
consumer.

13. Smaller on-the-farm producers should
be protected, with stricter regulations for
Industrial-size farms.

14, Penalties for violations should be on
both the seller and buyer.

15. Higher sanitary and graln-mixing
standards are urged for grains to attract
foreign buyers and expand domestic use.

16. Food-stamp plan for underprivileged
people.

17. Expanded school-lunch program.

18. Expanded use of surplus foods in pub-
lic institutions.

19. Extra bushels from overproduction
gtored on farms at farmers® expense as insur-
ance against crop failure years.

20. Surplus farm commodities in the Gov-
ernment’s possession should not be offered
for sale in the domestic market at less than
parity.

21. Soll conservation should be expanded
to bring about as far as possible wise use of
the soil to maintain and increase its fertility
for future generations.

22. Marketing quotas should be on a slid-
ing scale to favor the family-size farm.

- 23, More research for improving quality
and safeguarding Montana crops.
Feed grains
1. Parity for feed grains should be based

on corn parity In same ratlo as feed value
of such grains is to corn.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1956

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning busi-
ness? If not, morning business is closed,
and the Chair lays before the Senate the
unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 10875) to enact the
Agricultural Act of 1956.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate is operating under a
unanimous-consent agreement. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed——

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The bill is open to amendment.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment, identified as “5-17-
56-H.”

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will state the amend-
ment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed
on page 42, between lines 6 and 7, to in-
sert the following new section:

SALE OF WHEAT FOR FEED

Sec. 213. SBection 407 of the Agricultural
Act of 1948, as amended, is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof, the following: “Not-
withstanding the foregoing restrictions, the
Corporation may sell annually not to exceed
100 million bushels of less desirable milling
quality wheat for feeding purposes: Provided,
That in establishing the sales price of such
wheat due consideration shall be given to
the feeding value of wheat and to the effect
that such sales of wheat will have on the
price of feed grains.”

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota
has 30 minutes on the amendment, and
the majority leader has 30 minutes on
the other side.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes, or as much as is neces-
sary.

The amendment embodies a provision
requested by President Eisenhower in his
message to Congress earlier this year. It
was a provision contained in the agri-
cultural bill introduced by our colleague,
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN].
It would permit the Secretary of Agri-
culture to dispose of up to 100 million
bushels of wheat a year for feed or other
purposes, without regard to the present
provision of the law which requires wheat
to be sold at 105 percent of the prevailing
price support level.

The Government has about 900 million
bushels of wheat on hand, about a year’s
supply—considering our own domestic
needs, wheat for seed purposes, and for
export needs. Some of this wheat is get-
ting old. I think the Secretary of Agri-
culture should be given the right to sell,
if he deems it advisable, up to 100 million
bushels of wheat per year under limita-
tions of this amendment.

I believe the amendment itself is very
simple, and that the explanation I have
made is sufficient, unless there are some
questions.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. 1yield.

Mr, SCHOEPPEL. I wish to say to the
distinguished Senator from North Da-
kota that I am glad he has offered this
amendment. I wish to say for the record
that on the 16th day of May of this year
I had an identical amendment printed.
It is identified as “56-16-56-A.” I am
happy to join with the Senator from
North Dakota in the amendment he has
offered, because I think it is worthwhile,
and takes care of a situation which needs
alleviation. As the Senator has stated,
the President recommended it in his mes-
sage to Congress. Moreover, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, in his letter dated
July 1, 1955, to the President of the
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United States, made this recommenda-
tion, in paragraph 4:

We recommend that the Congress give
consideration to legislation that would au-
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to dis-
pose of not to exceed 100 million bushels
annually of low-grade wheat for feed at
prices 10 percent above the support price
for corn.

The amendment which the Senator
from North Dakota has called up is
identical with the amendment I had in-
tended to offer. I am happy to join with
him. I think it is a desirable amend-
ment, and that the Senate ought to adopt
it, in fairness, in view of the other pro-
visions of the agricultural bill.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. How
much time does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Ver-
mont?

Mr. ATKEN, Irequest 2 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the pro-
posal is in accord with the original rec-
ommendations of the President. At that
time there was a fear on the part of some
that it would interfere with the market-
ing of corn and other feed grains. Since
that time corn has been protected by a
minimum support price of $1.25 a
bushel. Furthermore, it will be noted
that the amendment does not require the
Secretary to dispose of 100 million bush-
els of wheat a year for feed, and cer-
tainly he would not be expected to do so
if it would break the market. I know
that no one would expect him to do that,
and certainly the Senator from North
Dakota would not intend that.

I see no objection to the amendment.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the senior Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. ELLENDER].

The ACTING FPRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Louisiana is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
did not consider this amendment in con-
nection with H. R. 10875 and did not
have any testimony with respect to it.

I merely wish to point out that if the
amendment is adopted, I am quite cer-
tain that it will adversely affect the price
of feed grains. Under the law as it now
stands, the Secretary has authority to
sell feed grains if such sales will not sub-
stantially impair any price-support pro-
gram. If he finds, for instance, that
there is a shortage of corn, the Secretary
now has authority to dispose of feed
grains along the line suggested in the
pending amendment.

But, as I understand it, the amend-
ment would permit such sales even
though the Secretary might be unable to
determine that they would not substan-
tially impair the price-support pro-
gram—and even though such sales would
have an unfortunate impact on that pro-
gram.

Mr. President, it is my considered
judgment that with a new 51 million
base acreage for corn fixed in the bill,
plus a provision permitting the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to support corn
grown by farmers who do not comply
with acreage allotments, this year we
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shall have corn running ouf of our ears;
and I presume the Government will,
under the program, purchase a good
deal of the corn. If we compound this
situation by increasing the feed supply
even more—and that is what would
happen if the Secretary sells 100 mil-
lion bushels of wheat without taking
into consideration the effect of that
sale of wheat on support prices, the
Government will have to take over even
more corn,

In addition I understand an effort will
be made sometime during the day to
change the provisions of the small-
grains section of the bill, thereby re-
ducing price supports proposed for such
grains.

As I pointed out in the debate when
the Senate bill was substituted for
H. R. 12, if it were possible for the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to limit the produc-
tion of small grains—that is, he could
fix a base acreage upon the average of
the land planted in 1953, 1954, and
1855—and to say to producers of small
grains, “We will support ‘your produc-
tion at a higher price if you participate
in the soil bank program, and if you
plant only 85 percent of your base
acres,” the supplies of feed grains would
be reduced without a reduction in the
income of feed-grain producers. But if
the present support levels for corn—
both compliance and noncompliance—
are retained and if small-grain produc-
tion is not controlled and reduced, I am
sure we are going to have feed grains in
huge surplus at the end of this year.
To further aggravate this situation by
adding a tremendous amount of wheat
to this over-supply of feed would, in my
opinion, result in chaos.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time granted the Senator
from Louisiana has expired.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr, President, I am very
happy to yield an additional 5 minutes
to the Senator from Louisiana.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Louisiana may
proceed.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I do
not know what the Senate is going to do
in respect to those provisions of the hill
pertaining to small grains. I under-
stand a compromise is in the offing. As
chairman, my primary purpose is to pro-
tect the provisions of the Senate com-
mittee bill. Of course, if a new and
better program for feed grains can hbe
placed before the Senate, I would be one
of the last to oppose it.

I merely wish to point out that if this
amendment is adopted, in my humble
judement, it will further depress the
price of grain, which, of course, is what
many areas of the country desire.

The main opposition to the so-called
small-grains amendments, as included
in the pending bill, is that they will raise
the price of these grains; and raise the
prices of poultry and cattle feed, par-
ticularly in the Northeast. If, as is con-
templated, we change the provisions of
the pending bill in such a way as to per-
mit farmers to plant whatever acreage
to grain they desire, and support pro-
duction at 76 percent of narity, and then
direct the unrestricted sale of 100 mil-
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lion bushels of wheat for feed, it is my
judegment that the hog producers who
do not grow their own feed, the cattle
feeders, the poultry producers of the
Northeast, and the dairy farmers will
get cheap feed at the expense of the
Federal Government.

Mr, President, I thought I would sub-
mit these views to the Senate before if
votes on the amendment. I believe that
Senators who are sincerely interested in
the growing of corn—Senators from the
corn-producing States—particularly my
friend, the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HickenLooPER], and others in a similar
situation—should be made aware of the
implications of the amendment.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the
Sznator from Louisiana yield to me?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. DANIEL. Has it been the observa-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana that when there is cheap grain
the prices of livestock also go down?

Mr. ELLENDER. There is no doubt
of it.

Mr. DANIEL. Has the Senator from
Louisiana ever heard of our having a
good livestock market when there was
cheap grain?

Mr. ELLENDER. I never have. In
my humble judgment, this amendment
will be more or less a bhonanza for the
sections of the United States in which
the producers are able to protect by mar=-
keting agreements and other means the
prices of their commodities, as is done
in the Northeast. The producers in the
Northeast can enter into marketing
agreements and sell their milk and
milk products on a protected market;
and, of course, the people of that area
want cheap grain. They are opposed to
the provisions of the pending bill affect-
ing small grain.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from
Louisiana has expired.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I am
happy to yield 5 additional minutes to
the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. If we have a 76-
percent support price on all small grains
without acreage control, and if next year
we should have the same program in
effect, that is, a price support without
acreage controls, we would further aggra-
vate the price structure of all the pro-
tected grain commodities, particularly
corn, Corn is bound to suffer.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. My major purpose in
offering this amendment is to afford some
relief to certain areas of the United
States, particularly the Pacific North-
west. Farmers in those areas are not
buying all their feed grains from United
States farmers. For example, the Pa-
cific Northwest is a feed-deficit area, and
there is a great deal of low-grade wheat,
the condition of which is bound to de-
teriorate. The farmers of that area are
not permitted to use it. They are im-
porting large amounts of feed grain from
Canada and elsewhere. It is not my
purpose in offering the amendment to
depress the price of feed grains, because
I agree with the chairman that cheap
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feed grains mean cheap hog prices, and
cheap prices for other commodities. But
so long as there is this grain which is
bound to deteriorate and which will have
to be sold later, why not sell some of it
now, when it can be sold to good advan-
tage without destroying the market?

Mr, ELLENDER. The Senator will re-
call that when we held hearings in the
Northwest the wheat growers stated that
they would like to use some of their own
wheat for feed, but they were obtaining
most of their feed from Iowa, North Da-
kota, and South Dakota.

Mr. YOUNG. They can buy it cheaper
in Canada now.

Mr. ELLENDER. What will happen,
of course, is that the price of feed grains
will be further depressed. The Senator
knows that. The prices of oats, barley,
and other grains are bound to be de-
pressed when as much as 100 million
bushels of wheat are put into feed con-
sumption channels,

Mr. YOUNG. Would not the Senator
agree that much of the wheat is bound to
deteriorate, and will have to be disposed
of anyway?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Secretary has
authority to dispose of it now. We do not
need this amendment to permit the Sec-
retary to dispose of that wheat, but, un-
der existing law, he must not undertake
such a program if it would substantially
affect the prices of other supported
grains.

Mr. YOUNG. No. He mustsellit ata
higher price. Under this provision, he
could sell it at a lower price than is pos-
sible in the present law, and before it
goes out of condition.

Mr. ELLENDER. What does the Sen-
ator mean by the following language in
his amendment:

Provided, That in establishing the sales
price of such wheat due consideration shall
be given to the feeding value of wheat and to
the effect that such sales of wheat will have
on the price of feed grains.

There is such a provision in the law
now, and I do not see any reason to re=
peal it.

Mr. YOUNG. As the Senator knows,
the present law provides that the Secre-
tary may not sell wheat or any other
grain unless it is going out of condition,
except at a stipulated price, namely, at
the price support level plus 5 percent.
This amendment would permit him to
sell it at a somewhat lower price before
it goes out of condition. Of course, when
it goes out of condition he can sell it for
any price he can get for it.

Mr. ELLENDER. I am sure the Sen-
ator is familiar with section 407 (c) of
the present law, which contains the fol-
lowing language:

Sales for seed or feed, If such sales will not
substantla}ly impalr any price support pro=
gram.

The present law does not say anything
about whether or not the commodity is
deteriorating; it gives the Secretary au-
thority to sell wheat for feed, provided
such sale does not affect the price support
program for other grains.

Mr. YOUNG. The Senator knows that
there is another provision in the law un-
der which the Secretary may not sell
such grain for less than the price support
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level plus 5 percent. Over the past sev-
eral years a great deal of corn was dis-
posed of because it was going out of con-
dition.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from
Louisiana has again expired.

Mr. BIBLE. I yield 5 additional min-
utes to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. YOUNG. Why not permit the
Secretary to sell a little of the wheat in
areas where it is badly needed, and where
it will not affect the price of other feed
grains.

Mr. ELLENDER. Has not the Sec-
retary now the authority——

Mr. YOUNG. No; he has not.

Mr. ELLENDER. Has not the Secre-
tary the authority at present to sell
grains which have deteriorated?

Mr. YOUNG. . He has authority to sell
grains which have deteriorated, but this
amendment would give him permission
to sell the grain before it goes out of con-
dition,

Mr. ELLENDER. What the Senator
wants to do is to dispose of grain before
it goes bad.

Mr. YOUNG. To dispose of low-grade
wheat, which is not suitable for milling
and before it goes out of condition.

Mr. ELLENDER. I merely wished to
bring the situation to the attention of
the Senate. As chairman of the com-
mittee, I should like to point out that the
committee did not consider the amend-
ment in eonnection with the pending bill.
No witnesses testified as to the effect of
the proposed amendment on other price
supported grains. I argue the question
from the standpoint that, with noncom-
pliance corn producers able to plant—
and I am sure they will plant—all the
corn they can and still receive price sup-
port, we can expect more corn this year,
than we have ever had in the history of
our country.

Mr. YOUNG. The Senator knows
that this amendment was considered by
the committee earlier this year.

Mr. ELLENDER. It was proposed in
2 bill which was introduced on behalf of
the administration by the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. A1xenN].  However, as the
Senator knows, we did not hear complete
testimony on it. I heard every word of
the testimony during the farm-bill hear-
ings, but I do not recall much mentioned
in connection with the unrestricted sale
of 100 million bushels of wheat.

Mr, YOUNG. Which indicates that
there was not much objection to it.

Mr, ELLENDER. If there had bheen
no objection to it, we would have put it
into the bill; but the fact is that we did
not do so. : :

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I believe I heard the
distinguished chairman just state that
this amendment was not considered by
the committee. Is that correct?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct—
that is, by way of receiving testimony
thereon. It was in a bill introduced by
the distinguished Senator from Vermont,
but it was not even brought up in con-
nection with H, R. 10875.

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will
further yield, does not the Senator re-
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member that the entire question of feed
grains was a subject which occupied by
far the largest part of the committee’s
attention?

Mr. ELLENDER. I have so stated
many times on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does not the distin-
guished chairman know that members
of the committee who have not too much
at stake in the final passage of the hill,
one way or the other, have been working
for days to find some kind of solution
of the feed-grain situation, which will
be mutually acceptable, without having
any knowledge that this amendment was
to be offered?

Mr. ELLENDER. To be frank, I have
not been included in the councils of those
who are trying to offer a substitute for
the freed-grain provisions of the bill.
However, I do know that some work has
been done. I know that quite a number
of Senators are now engaged in that
endeavor.

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will
yield very briefly, it seems to me that
the Senator from Louisiana very prop-
erly takes the position that it is his duty
as chairman of the committee to stand
by the committee’s recommendations.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. But, nevertheless, he
has been kept advised from day to day,
for the past several days, of the very
strenuous effort which is being made to
compose the differences on the feed-
grain problem.

Mr. ELLENDER, That is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator
note, from the date of the amendment,
that it was submitted for printing only
yesterday?

Mr. ELLENDER. I learned about it
this morning. I made inquiry about it.
I did not know of the existence of the
amendment until it was brought to my
attention today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The acting majority leader has
used 20 minutes of his time.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield 5
additional minutes to the Senator from
Louisiana.

Mr. HOLLAND. Will the Senator
from Louisiana yield further?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I should merely like
to say that we are hopeful that we have
worked out a satisfactory agreement.
We have worked very hard on such an
agreement, and have done so without
any knowledge of the fact that this
amendment was about to be proposed.
It does inject a new aspect. It brings
up the question of 100 million bushels
of wheat, to be disposed of at a reduced
price—at some price not even men-
tioned—for feed purposes, which means,
of course, that such wheat would be com~
petitive with all other feed grains.

Mr. ELLENDER. There is no doubt
about that.

Mr. HOLLAND. Therefore we hope
that the distinguished chairman of the
committee will insist that the amend-
ment be rejected.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the amend-
ment help the wheat farmer in connec-
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tion with this year’s crop, and will it
raise or lower the price of wheat?

Mr. ELLENDER. It will not help him
because wheat production is controlled
and wheat farmers have a price support
program, insofar as they comply with
acreage allotments.

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the amend-
ment directly or indirectly have the
tendency to raise the price of wheat or
to lower it?

Mr. ELLENDER. The price to whom?

Mr. CAPEHART. To the farmer.

Mr. ELLENDER. No; it will not. I
say that because the wheat farmers are
now growing wheat under allotted acres
at a fixed support price of about 82.7 per-
cent of parity. Therefore the amend-
ment would not affect the price of wheat
they produce,

Mr. CAPEHART. It will not affect
the farmer who comes under the price
support provisions. However, I am talk-
ing about the farmer who does not
comply.

Mr. ELLENDER. If he does not com-
ply, he gets no price support.

Mr. CAPEHART. Would the amend-
ment have a tendency to increase or de=
crease the free, open market price?

Mr. ELLENDER. It would decrease it.

Mr. CAPEHART. It would decrease
the price for free open-market wheat?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. Take, for ex-
ample, the small 15-acre wheat farmer.
He sells his wheat to his neighbors; he
does not comply with acreage allotments,
and he is not penalized. If 100 mil-
lion bushels of wheat are put on the
market, as proposed by the amendment,
the market is bound to be affected.

Mr. CAPEHART. In the Senator's
opinion it would decrease the free open-
market price of wheat?

Mr. ELLENDER. It would, in my
opinion.

Mr. CAPEHART. And it would have a
tendency to decrease the free open-mar-
ket price of corn and oats and rye and
barley, and other feed grain. Is that
correct?

Mr. ELLENDER. There is no question
about it. It would increase the free mar-
ket supply and thereby decrease the
price. As I said, it would further aggra-
vate the situation.

Mr. President, I relinquish the remain-
der of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore. The Senator from Louisiana has 2
minutes remaining.

Mr. ELLENDER. I relinquish the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, may I in-
quire whether any other Senators desire
to speak in opposition to the amendment?
Apparently not at this time.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr, President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

My amendment does not require the
Secretary of Agriculture to sell 100 mil-
lion bushels of wheat. It merely gives
him permissive authority to sell it. He
would sell the lower quality feed wheat,
which we now have in storage to the
extent of 900 million bushels. That
wheat would be absorbed by a market
which is now being supplied to consid-
erable extent by Canadian grewers. The
bill provides further that the Secretary
shall not dispose of it if such disposi-
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tion would have any adverse effect on
other grain markets.

We are disposing of, and have been
from time to itme, a large amount of
vorn. Some of that corn I do not be-
lieve was out of condition. Historically,
the wheat farmers have supplied a large
part of the feed market. They have now
lost it.

I believe the corn interests here are
being a bit unreasonable, if they feel
that they should have four separate price
supports for corn this year and then
refuse to permit the Secretary to dis-
pose of some surplus wheat.

I believe the amendment is entirely
reasonable.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I hope
the Senate will not adopt the amend-
ment. The Senate, in its consideration
of the original farm bill, the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and
the House in their actions this year have
shown that they are trying to do some-
thing which will assist the feed grain
producers in meeting the problem with
which they are confronted.

It appears to me that if we adopt the
amendment and provide that 100 million
bushels of wheat may be sold for feed,
we will further depress the open market
price of feed grain and corn and wheat.
The adoption of the amendment would
further complicate the problem which
confronts us in our effort to do something
about putting feed grain on a comparable
basis with corn in the price support
program.

I regret that I must differ with the
distinguished author of the amendment,
because I know he is interested, and has
always been interested, in trying to enact
legislation which would assist the feed
grain producers. From what I have
heard on the floor of the Senate this
morning, the amendment would have an
adverse effect, even though I know the
Senator from North Dakota does not in-
tend that his amendment should have
that effect.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DANIEL, Iyield.

Mr. YOUNG. Iam one Member of the
Senate who is certainly opposed to cheap
feed grains. It is my firm belief that
cheap feed grains mean cheap prices for
pork, beef, dairy products, and so forth.
If the effect of the amenament was to
hurt these producers I certainly would
not propose it. I would not propose it
if I thought for a moment that it would
have any adverse effect on the market
of grain or other commodities.

However, we cannot seal up forever all
the wheat and not let some of it be used
for feed purposes. I do not know of
any reason why the Secretary of Agri-
culture should not be given permissive
authority to sell some of the stored
wheat. Why encourage the production
of more corn and then not permit the
sale of any wheat for feed purposes.

Mr. DANIEL. From what I have
heard other members of the committee
say on the floor and from what I have
otherwise learned of the amendment, I
believe it would further depress the feed
grain market.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from
Texas has expired.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield 2
additional minutes to the Senator from
Texas. ’

Mr. DANIEL. Mr, President, I hope
the Senate will follow the advice of the
chairman of the committee and of other
members of the committee, and vote to
reject the amendment.

Mr., BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, one of the most difficult
tasks in connection with the farm pro-
gram was that of trying to work out a
satisfactory solution of the small feed
grain problem. The pending amend-
ment, in my opinion, would upset the
whole applecart, so to speak. The 100
million bushels of wheat which would be
disposed of would be in competition with
other small feed grains. There can be no
question about that. That would be the
effect if 100 million bushels of wheat
were thrown into the corn and other feed
grains markets. Of course, the effect also
would be to depress the market in the
fields of other small feed grains.

The amendment was not considered
by the committee, We did not study it.
Naturally, as one member of the com-
mittee, I would hesitate to vote for it,
much as I admire the Senator from
North Dakota who submitted the amend-
ment, because he and I generally see
eye-to-eye on farm problems.

I believe if the amendment is adopted
we will have undone all the work of the
committee in the effort to solve the feed-
grains problem. For that reason, I hope
the Senate will not adopt the amend-
ment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair will state that those op-
posing the amendment have 3 minutes
remaining. Those proposing the amend-
ment have 24 minutes remaining.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, if there are
no further requests for time, I am pre-
pared to yield back the remainder of our
time, if the proponents of the amend-
ment will yield back the remainder of
their time.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I do not
desire to say anything further on the
amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair understands that all
time has been yielded back on the
amendment. The question is on the
adoption of the amendment offered by
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Youncl.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, and
t?dat the time be not taken out of either
side.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll. .

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
vield 3 minutes on the bill to the Sena-
tor from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore, The Senator from Iowa is recog-
nized for 3 minutes.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I am sorry that I have to oppose this
amendment. I shall try in 2 minutes to
state my reasons.

The whole purpose of our action on the
agricultural bill is to assault the problem
of surpluses at the source, There may
be some disagreement as to the best
method of accomplishing this objective.
While I realize that the amendment does
not provide a compulsory dumping of
100 million bushels of wheat a year, it is
permissive, and the pressure would be
tremendous to compel any Secretary of
Agriculture to do that, and we could look
gorgard to the probability that he would

0 1t.

In effect, Mr. President, it would add
to the already overburdened surplus of
the total feed supply. That is what is
depressing the market at this time. The
adoption of the amendment would only
compound the difficulty, in my view.
While I have every sympathy with the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Youncl, and I am sorry I must oppose
this amendment, for the reasons stated
I think it would not contribute to reliev-
ing the surplus feed supply but would
contribute to the overburden and bring
upon us more trouble.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Iowa yield?
Mr. HICKENLOOPER.
Mr, YOUNG. If it would compound
farm difficulties, why did President
Eisenhower and Secretary Benson ask

for it?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not know
why. I have not talked to either of them
concerning it. I am looking at the ques-
tion from my standpoint and from the
standpoint of adding more cheap feed
to an already overburdened supply.

That is my position, Mr. President.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Youncl. [Putting
the question.]

On this vote the Chair is in doubt.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask for a division.

The Senate proceeded to divide.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro teme-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

I yield.

Alken Chavez Hayden
Allott Clements Hennings
Anderson Cotton Hickenlooper
Barrett Curtis Hill

Beall Daniel Holland
Bender Dirksen Hruska
Bennett Douglas Humphrey
Bible Duff Ives

Bricker Dworshak Jackson
Bridges Eastland Jenner

Bush Ellender Johnson, Tex
Butler Flanders Johnsten, 8. C.
Byrd Frear Kerr
Capehart George Knowland
Case, N. Goldwater Euchel

Case, 8. Dak, Green
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Langer Neuberger Smith, N. J.
Long O'Mahoney Sparkman
Magnuson Pastore Stennis
Mansfield Payne Symington
Martin, Jowa  Potter Thye
Martin, Pa Purtell Watkins
McClellan Robertson Wiley
McNamara Russell Williams
Millikin Saltonstall Wofford
Monroney Schoeppel Young
Mundt Smathers

Murray Smith, Maine

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
ErvinN], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLericHT], the Senators from Tennes-
see [Mr. Gore and Mr. KErFauver], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY], the Senator from New York [Mr.
LeamaN], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NEeLy], and the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr, Scorrl are absent
on official business.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from KXKansas [Mr.
CarLsoN] and the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. MaLoNE] are absent on ofiicial busi-

ness.

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, Mc-
CarTHY] is detained on official business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. A quorum is present.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on
this amendment, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the junior Sena-
tor from North Dakota [Mr. Youncl,
which will be stated. -

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 42,
between lines 6 and 7, it is proposed to
insert the following new section:

SALE OF WHEAT FOR FEED

Sec. 213. Section 407 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by
adding at the end thereof, the following:
“Notwithstanding the foregoing restrictions,
the Corporation may sell annually not to
exceed 100 million bushels of less desirable
milling quality wheat for feeding purposes:
Provided, That in establishing the sales price
of such wheat due consideration shall be
given to the feeding value of wheat and to
the effect that such sales of wheat will have
on the price of feed grains.”

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The yeas and nays having been
ordered, the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MURRAY (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished senior Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. NEeLyY]l. If he were
present and voting, he would vote “yea.”
If I were permitted to vote, I would vote
“nay.” I therefore withhold my vote.

Mr, SMATHERS (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel. If he were present
and voting, he would vote “yea.” If I
were permitted to vote, I would vote
“nay.” I therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
ErvIN], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLericHT], the Senators from Tennes-
see [Mr. Gore and Mr. KeFauver], the
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Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEn-
nEDY], the Senator from New York [Mr.
LeHMAN], the Senator from Oregon [Mr,
Morsg], the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. NeeELy], and the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Scorr] are absent
on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Ervin] is paired with the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT].
If present and voting the Senator from
North Carolina would vote “nay” and the
Senator from Arkansas would vote
uyea.n

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE-
FAUVER] is paired with the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KEnnepy]l. If pres-
ent and voting the Senator from Ten-
nessee would vote “nay” and the Senator
from Massachusetts would vote “yea.”

The Senator from New York [Mr, LEx-
MAN] is paired with the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Scorrl. If present
and voting, the Senator from New York
would vote ‘yea” and the Senator from
North Carolina would vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]
and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma-
LoNE] are absent on official business.

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WEeL-
KER] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. CARLsON], the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. MaiLongl, and the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] would
each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 31, as follows:

YEAS—49
Alken Frear Neuberger
Allott George Pastore
Barrett Green Payne
Beall Hil Potter
Bennett Hruska Purtell
Bridges Ives Russell
Bush Jackson Saltonstall
Butler Enowland Schoeppel
Byrd Kuchel Smith, Maine
Case, N. J. Laird Smith, N. J,
Case, 8. Dak, Langer Sparkman
Chavez Magnuson Watkins
Cotton Mansfield Wiley
Curtis Martin, Pa. Willlams
Duff McClellan Young
Eastland Millikin
Flanders Mundt

NAYS—31
Anderson Goldwater Martin, Towa
Bender Hayden McNamara
Bible Hennings Monroney
Bricker Hickenlooper O'Mahoney
Capehart Holland Robertson
Clements Humphrey Stennis
Daniel Jenner Symington
Dirksen Johnson, Tex. Thye
Douglas Johnston, S. C. Wofford
Dworshak Kerr
Ellender Long

NOT VOTING—15

Carlson Kennedy Murray
Ervin . Lehman Neely
Fulbright Malone Scott
Gore McCarthy Smathers
Kefauver Morse Welker

So Mr. Youne's amendment was agreed

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I call up
mssic amendment identified as “5-16-
5 Ao

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment of the Senator
from Vermont will be stated. d

The LecISLATIVE CLERK. On page 69,
beginning with line 22, it is proposed to

May 18

strike out all down through line 8, on
page 70.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, this
amendment would strike out a provision
of the bill which would partially restore
one of the provisions of the bill passed
earlier in the year, and to which the
President objected in his message. The
provision of the bill which this amend-
ment would strike out does not fully re-
store the dual-parity formula; it freezes
transitional parity at its present level,
not only for this year, but for 2 more
successive years.

I realize as well as anyone else that a
parity formula which is designed to meet
conditions in one year may not be work-
able a few years later; and I freely admit
that it probably needs some revision. I
understand that the Department of Ag-
riculture already is starting work on a
revision of the parity formula which it
can recommend to Congress. That work
will take some time; but it will not take
2 years. Neither is it necessary to freeze
the present transitional parity level
where it is. There are only 3 crops, of
approximately 160, which would benefit
by such a freeze. Corn, wheat, and pea-
nuts would receive slight benefits. They
are already getting the benefit of a tran-
sitional parity price this year, but we
should not freeze it at the same level for
another 2 years following the calendar
year 1956.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield to me?

“The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-

Namara in the chair)., Does the Senator
from Vermont yield to the Senator from
North Dakota?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. I may say that the
whole purpose of freezing the transi-
tional parity formula where it is is to
prevent the modernized parity formula
from going into effect until a new and
fair parity formula can be enacted into
law.

The Senator from Vermont knows that
the dairy groups and almost all other
farm groups believe that the modernized
parity formula does not represent a fair
parity value.

My purpose in freezing it for 2 years
was to enable the Department of Agricul-
ture to make a study of parity formulas
and to make recommendations thereon
to Congress so that Congress could pro-
vide for a new parity formula.

I believe perhaps that could be accom-
plished in a year. Although I should like
to see 2 years allowed, if the Senator
from Vermont will modify his amend-
ment so as to have it provide that the
transitional parity formula shall apply
for only 1 additional year (1957), and
with the provision that the Secretary of
Agriculture shall be required to study
these formulas and to make recommen-
dations to Congress early next year, I
will be willing to accept the amendment
as thus modified.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, as I have
said, I think the parity formula needs a
rather generous and thorough review.
and possibly an overhaul. In fact, I do
not believe we can establish today a par-
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ity formula which will hold good and
equitable even 10 years from now. I
thoroughly approve of the proposal of
the Senator from North Dakota that the
parity formula be studied, with a view to
revising it, so as to bring it more nearly
up to date.

As the situation is today, the producers
of certain commodities can make sub=-
stantial profits by producing on the basis
of 60 percent or 65 percent of parity,
whereas other producers—and the Sen-
ator from North Dakota mentioned the
dairy farmers—will very little more than
break even at 100 percent of parity. I
do not know where the producers of
grain crops fit into the picture.

Today, we are trying to work out a
farm bill which has many very fine fea-
tures in it.

If it is agreeable to the Senate, I do
not believe any great damage would be
done by continuing the present transi-
tional parity for 1 year more. I think
that if we were to continue it for 2 years
more we might just make a bad matter
worse. If we restrict the time to 1 year,
I think we are more likely to get a good,
thorough review and recommendations
for a new formula, than if we were to let
;,ii: remain in effect for any additional

me.

I would change the amendment so as
to meet halfway the Senator from North
Dakota. It was his proposal to put that
in the Senate version of the bill. I
would be glad to do that. I do not think
the administration would be very happy
with it.

Mr. YOUNG. I would not be entirely
happy with it, either,

Mr. AIKEN. But in a spirit of com-
promise, I think that would be meeting
each of the two points of view halfway.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield to me?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. THYE. Iam very pleased to have
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
state that he is willing to accept a com-
promise on this amendment.

I had studied the amendment, and had
reached the conclusion that I would have
to oppose it, because I felt definitely that
to go through with the full transitional
parity and take the loss involved in the
case of both the dairy commodity pro-
ducers and the wheat producers, would
be an injustice to agriculture; and I felt
that the Department of Agriculture
should make a study.

There is no reason why the Depart-
ment cannot complete the study within
a year’'s time and submit to Congress a
recommendation and a complete expla-
nation of what the parity equivalents are
with respect to the various commodities
and products. Then we can act intelli-
gently in the following year.

So long as the ranking Republican
member of the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry is willing to
modify his amendment, I think we have
arrived at a good compromise, and have
reached a solution which will not require
a yea-and-nay vote on the amendment.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN, I yield.
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I am
happy to see this problem approaching a
solution. However, I think there is a
slight conflict in the language which ap-
pears in the bill, as between the title and
the text of the bill. Perhaps there is
some technical feature which I do not
understand.

I invite the attention of Senators to
the fact that, on page 69, lines 22 and 23
constitute the heading “Transitional
Parity for Basic Commodities Frozen
During 1957 and 1958.”

As I understand the colloquy, it is the
Senator's intention to strike out, on page
70, in lines 2 and 3, the words “or 1957.”

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, to meet
the views which have been represented
by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Youne] and other Senators, and in the
spirit of compromise and endeavor to
obtain a good bill, I wish to modify my
amendment by striking out the language
of the amendment and proposing that
there be stricken out, in line 23 on page
69 of the bill, the words “and 1958";
and, in lines 2 and 3 on page 70, the
words “or 1957.”

I modify my amendment accordingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has a right to modify his amend-
ment.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Vermont, as modified.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. As I understand, the
amendment would provide that transi-
tional parity be carried forward 1 more
year, through 1957.

Mr. AIKEN, Through 1957 instead of
through 1957 and 1958.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. As I understand, that
would allow a full year for congressional
study.

Mr. AIKEN. That is true.

Mr, MUNDT. It would enable Con-
gress to make a careful study of the
parity situation while the transitional
parity remained in effect.

Mr. AIKEN. It would give Congress
the remainder of this year and another
year in which to thoroughly overhaul
the parity formula.

Mr. MUNDT. I think that is very sat-
isfactory, and a constructive compro-
mise.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I lis-
tened to the discussion hetween the dis-
tinguished Senator from Vermont and
the distinguished Senator from North
Dakota. As I understand, the language
in the bill would remain the same, ex-
cept that the transitional parity would
be frozen for 1 year instead of 2.

Mr. AIKEN. It would be frozen where
it is for 1 year instead of 2.

Mr. ELLENDER. I have no objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Vermont yield back

his remaining time?

Mr. ATIKEN. I yield back the remain-
der of my time .
~ Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, I yield
back my remaining time,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been used or yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
modified amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN].

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I offer
the amendment which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE
in the chair). The amendment offered
by the Senator from South Dakota will
be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 30,
after the period in line 12, it is proposed
to insert the following:

Nothing contained in this section shall
prevent the production of such crops on na-
tional wildlife refuges under cooperative per-
mits where such production is necessary to
maintain satisfactory wildlife populations,
especially of waterfowl for beneficial use.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, if I may
have the attention of Senators, I think
this amendment can be disposed of in a
great deal less time than the 30 minutes
allotted to me, This is one of the happy
situations in which I am proposing what
I hope is a noncontroversial amendment
to the agricultural bill.

The Fish and Wildlife Service has
called to my attention the fact that,
without the definitive amendment which
I have proposed, it would have to dis=
pense with the established practice of
providing feed for migratory waterfowl
on wildlife refuges. The practice which
is being followed at the present time, and
which has been followed for many years,
is that the Fish and Wildlife Service
makes a sharecropping contract with
farmers of the area, whereby they permit
a considerable portion of their grain to
remain unharvested and available for the
birds, whereas if we were to insist upon
the language of the bill, without this in-
terpretive amendment, the Department
of Agriculture would then require the
Fish and Wildlife Service itself to oper-
ate these farm tracts and would bar these
wildlife refuges from raising price-sup-
ported crops.

Section 125, if not amended, would
leave the Department of Agriculture au-
thority to restrict cultivation of lands
lying within wildlife refuges. Such an
order would have a devastating affect
upon the national wildlife refuge pro-
gram and would probably destroy the
progress in this conservation field made
over the past two decades. My amend-
ment specifically denies such authority
to the Department of Agriculture.

The Department of Agriculture pro=-
posed in an administrative letter of Feb-
ruary 10, 1956, to the President to strin-
gently regulate the leasing of Govern=-
ment land for cultivated crop use. There
is no reason to believe the Department of
Agriculture has substantially altered its
position at this date. The present lan-
guage of section 125 leaves the Depart-
ment of Agriculture a free hand to im-
plement its administrative intention of
earlier this year and the section should
be amended because:

First. It would result in the closing of
our wildlife refuges. Over $70 million
have been devoted to the management



8468

and development program to preserve our
continental waterfowl resources.

During the calendar year 1954, 597
individual permittees farmed 32,163 acres
of Government-owned land for them-
selves and 26,255 acres for the Fish and
Wildlife Service of the Department of
the Interior. By sharecropping the
Service has been able to maintain a
minimum continental waterfowl popu-
lation in the face of the thousands of
acres lost through oil and gas pollution,
salt water infiltration of intracoastal
canals and waterways, sulfur and other
mining polution, and the tremendous ac-
celeration of marsh and pothole drain-
age in the United States. By their share-
cropping preogram the Fish and Wildlife
Service has found it can increase the
carrying capacity of our original refuge
lands nine times. The Service has ad-
vised me that sharecropping is the only
hope of preserving the waterfow! popula-
tion and that it cannot continue the
operation of important waterfowl ref-
uges if sharecropping is not permitted.

Second. Production of price supported
commodities now in surplus supply on
wildlife refuges is not statistically im-
portant. In 1954 the 597 permittees op-
erating within Federal wildlife refuges
harvested 562,851 bushels of grain for
their own use. In doing so they made
available to waterfowl 500,408 hushels
of grain and 9,524 acres of green forage.
If the Fish and Wildlife Service were
required to operate themselves the farms
presently operated on a sharecropping
basis it would require additional appro-
priations of $5 million and 1,000 new
personnel. This would be manifestly
impossible from the standpoint of the
-Federal budget.

The 562,851 bushels of grain raised
by producers for themselves on wildlife
refuges is statistically unimportant and
indeed not a significant factor in the
overall accumulation of surpluses.

Third. Approval of the section as it
now reads would seriously damage the
good name of the Government. In the
purchase of each refuge project, some
farms had to be purchased or con-
demned outright, and very few of the
farmers bordering upon the approved
boundaries escaped without some sev-
erence of their holdings. They were
assured that, having sold their land to
the Government and suffered such dam-
ages, grazing and farming opportunities
on refuge lands in connection with the
waterfowl food production program
would be given first to them, on a share
crop basis,

Mr. President, as a former State
president of the Izaak Walton League
in South Dakota and as one who for
more than 6 years served on the South
Dakota Game and Fish Commission, I
know how hard it has been to bring
back satisfactory duck populations in
this country. Surely we do not want
to take a backward step now that our
constructive efforts have begun to bring
gratifying results.

I have discussed this amendment with
the chairman of the committee. I hope
he will join me in making this amend-
ment a part of the proposed legislation.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, sec-
tion 125 of this bill, which is now sought
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to be amended by the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Dakota, is a section
similar to the one which was incorpo-
rated in H. R. 12, which was vetoed by
the President. When that section was
presented to the committee, it was
worked over very carefully by the various
departments of Government involved.
They took the position, after a study of
the question, that the bill should be
amended so as to assure the maintenance
of a satisfactory wildlife population in
our national wildlife refuges. Since that
is the purpose of the Senator in offering
this amendment, I shall have no objec~
tion to the amendment. AsIunderstand,
the purpose of the amendment is to make
section 125 of the bill—which prohibits
leasing of Government lands for the pro-
duction of surplus price-support crops—
inapplicable to crops produced on na-
tional wildlife refuges under cooperative
permits where such production is neces-
sary to maintain satisfactory wildlife
populations. Section 125, as it appears
in the bill with the committee amend-
ment, is identical to a similar section con-
tained in H. R. 12, the language of which
was supplied to the conferees by the
executive branch, and which had been
prepared as a result of lengthy study by
an interdepartmental committee. I have
been advised by the Department of the
Interior that section 125, as it appears
with the Senate amendment, will permit
production on national wildlife refuges
where necessary to maintain satisfactory
wildlife populations.

Mr. MUNDT. The purpose is to place
the support of Congress behind tFe prac-
tice which already prevails and to make
clear by the legislative history of this bill
that Congress intends that the prevailing
practices be continued.

Mr. ELLENDER. I have no objection
to the amendment, Mr. President.

Mr. MUNDT. Ishould like to add that
the chairman of the committee is cor-
rect when he says that an amendment
similar to this amendment was contained
in the vetoed bhill. However, I wish to
make it clear in the Recorp that the
President raised no objection in his veto
message to this particular section.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand that
to be the fact. I did not mean to infer
that there was any cbjection on the part
of the President.

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. THYE. My reason for wishing to
be recognized, Mr. President, was merely
to state that in my opinion the pending
amendment is a good amendment. I
wish to commend the author of the
amendment for having offered it. I be-
lieve it improves the bill.

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the Senator,
both for his words of commendation and
for his support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
in opposition to the amendment is in
control of the minority leader.

Mr. KNO I yield back the
time in opposition.

Mr. MUNDT. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is
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on agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr,
Munbtl.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment, which lies on the
desk, to insert certain language on page
4, line 24.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec~
retary will state the amendment.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. On page 4,
line 24, after the word “grazing.”, it is
proposed to insert the following:

In the event that the Secretary determines
that there has been a violation of this pro-
vision prohibiting the grazing of reserve acre-
age during the time such producer has con-
trol of the farm and that such violation is
of such a substantial nature as to warrant
termination of the contract, the producer
shall forfeit all rights to further payments
or grants under this contract, shall refund
to the United States all payments and grants
theretofore received by him thereunder dur-
ing the crop year in which the violation oc-
curred, and shall forfeit all, none, or such
part of such price support benefils he may
otherwise be entitled to receive for such year
under the provisions of the Agricultural Act
of 1949, as amended, and shall refund to the
United States all, none, or such part of such
benefits theretofore received by him under
the provisions of said act during the crop year
in which such violation occurred, as the Sec-
retary may determine to be appropriate.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The proposed
amendment is substantially the same
amendment which was offered by my
colleague the senior Senator from Wy-
oming [Mr. BArRreTT] when the former
farm hill was under consideration by the
Senate. It was worked out by us gen-
erally in connection with representatives
of livestock growers throughout the
country, and constitutes an effort to ap-
ply a penalty to prevent the grazing of
soil-bank reserve land, so that the soil
bank will not increase the supply or pop-
ulation of livestock in the United States
as a result of that provision, and thereby
create a livestock problem more serious
than the one which now confronts the
industry.

The amendment was adopted by the
Senate when it considered the previous
farm bill, and it was sponsored by the
following Senators: BARRETT, ALLOTT,
BieLe, Case of South Dakota, Ben=-
NETT, CURTIS, DANIEL, DWORSHAK, GOLD~
WATER, HRUSKA, KUCHEL, LANGER, MAGNU=
SON, MALONE, MURRAY, MANSFIELD,
WaATKINS, WELKER, and myself. That
indicates the bipartisan character of the
Senators backing the amendment.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. BARRETT. Is the amendment
substantially the same as that which
was adopted by the Senate on the farm
bill that was previously before the
Senate?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct.

Mr. BARRETT. The purpose of the
amendment is merely to make certain
that lands which are diverted under the
two different provisions of the soil bank
will not be used for grazing purposes. Is
that correct?

Mr. OMAHONEY. That is correct.

Mr. BARRETT. I can see no reason
why the langauge, having been accepta-
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ble before, should not be acceptable to
the Senate at this time.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. I desire to make my po-
sition well known on this amendment.
Having joined in sponsoring a very sim-
ilar amendment during the considera-
tion of the previous farm bill, it seems
to me that such a provision as is con-
tained in the amendment is almost a
necessary part of any farm legislation
which may be passed.

Therefore, I appreciate the opportu-
nity to express my support of the amend-
ment. By all means it should not be
omitted as a part of the new act.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, in
view of the fact that there are two re-
serve programs contained in the bill, a
similar amendment should be added on
page 15, line 8, If there is no objection,
I should like to state that amendment
and ask that the Senate adopt both at
the same time.

I offer an amendment on page 15, line
8, after the word “contract,” to add the
following words: “including the prohibi-
tion of grazing of conservation acreages."”

I believe there is no opposition to the
amendment, and I hope it may be
adopted.

Mr. ELLENDER. I merely wish to
state that, as the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. O'MaxoNEY] has just pointed out,
the two amendments were adopted unan-
imously when the bill was considered by
the Senate several weeks ago. In con-
ference, both amendments were modified
to the extent of a 50-percent penalty to
be applied to violators. I have no objec-
tion to the adoption of the amendments
and to taking them to conference in an
effort to work out satisfactory provi-
sions.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. The Western Livestock
Association of North Dakota and the
livestock men of my State generally are
unanimously in favor of the amend-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
in opposition to the amendment is in
control of the minority leader.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield back my
time.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been used or yielded back. The
question is on agreeing, en bloc, to the
amendments offered by the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY].

The amendments were agreed fo.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment “5-17-56-1."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec-
retary will state the amendment.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. On page 42,
lines 18 and 19, it is proposed to strike
out the words “and the provisions of sec-
tion 344.”

On line 23, after the figure “1956",
strike out the comma, insert a period,
and strike out the remainder of the para-
graph.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the
language now contained in the bill, al-
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though it appears to be an attempt to
carry over the 1956 acreage into the
years 1957 and 1958, rather effectively
repeals the provisions now in the Cotton
Acreage Act which relate to the prin-
ciple of growth.

I say that because cotton acreage his-
tory will be based upon a five-year
period. If we freeze in the States the
1957 and 1958 allotments at the level of
the 1956 allotment, we shall have suc-
cessfully frozen them for 3 of the 5 years,
and thereby shall have made it possible
to freeze them for the rest of the his-
tory of cotton growing in this country,
unless the law is finally repealed or some
other adjustment made.

I do not believe that was the purpose
of the amendment of the committee
which my amendment proposes to strike
out. I believe it is possible that those
who sponsored it thought it could be
adopted and that it would not affect his-
tory. But we cannot have a provision of
this nature in the bill and expect any-
one who comes from the States of Cali-
fornia, Arizona, New Mexico, or Texas fo
vote for the bill on final passage. This
would be the worst thing that could ever
happen to agriculture in those States.
There must be some recognition taken
of the fact that it would defeat every-
thing that was written into the Cotton
Acreage Adjustment Act of 1949.

Mr. President, I have great respect for
my able friend from Mississippi [Mr.
SteENNIs]. He would like to have me
withdraw my amendment until there is
an opportunity to consider some alter-
nate language which is being proposed.

I ask unanimous consent that I may
withdraw my amendment at this time
without sacrificing my right to present
it subsequently for consideration with-
out the time being taken from ecither side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The bill is open to further amendment.

Mr. WILLTIAMS. Mr. President, I of-
fer the amendment which I send to the
desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Delaware will be stated.

The LecisLaTivE CLERK. On page 50,
it is proposed to strike out line 7.

Beginning on page 51, with line 19,
strike out through line 19 on page bH4.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, the
purpose of my amendment is very sim-
ple. It merely strikes out of the bill all
those provisions which would for the
first time extend mandatory support
prices to barley, grain sorghums, oats,
and rye. Under the existing law, sup-
port prices have been given to those
commodities only at the discretion of the
Secretary of Agriculture. This bill
would compel the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to support those products at 76 per-
cent, or an increase of about 10 percent.

As evidence of what is already being
done under the existing law with refer-
ence to those commodities, I point out
that in the first 7T months of the current
fiscal year, the Government has already

8469

lost $30,014,254¢ on barley; $36,915,655
on grain sorghums; and it has sustained
a loss of $11,118,217 in supporting oats
and $5,894,803 in supporting rye,

This bill now proposes to write into
the law a mandatory provision whereby
the Secretary of Agriculture would be
compelled from now on not only to con-
tinue to support these commodities but
also to continue to support them at an
even higher level than that which was
obtained in the past. The loss would be
almost beyond estimation both from the
standpoint of the Federal Treasury and
from the standpoint of the feeders of
livestock and poultry.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment. I will then
be willing to yield to any Senator who
wishes to speak on this amendment.
The question involved is merely whether
or not for the first time we are going to
extend mandatory support prices to
those feed grains.

Mr. President, I ask that the yeas and
nays be ordered on this amendment.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I re-
serve the right again to ask for the yeas
and nays.

At this time I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Vermont is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. AIKEN, Mr. President, ordinar-
ily I would support the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Delaware. I
think the amendment provides for
something that should be done. I am
practical enough, however, to know that
it cannot be done. I also know that
many of us, and many Department of
Agriculture officials, administration rep-
resentatives, and others have been work-
ing to find a mutual ground on which
we can get together and obtain legisla-
tion which will not be harmful to any
of the States of the Union and which
will benefit many of them.

The proposal which we will make will
be offered by the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horranp] in an amendment relat-
ing to the support prices for corn and
feed grains. I shall strongly support the
proposal of the Senator from Florida
when it becomes the pending question be-
fore the Senate. I agree with the Sen-
ator from Delaware that, from the point
of view of our sections of the country,
his amendment would be the best thing.
However, I am practical and, in order
that New England and the northeast part
of the country do not get something
which is very bad such as the feed-sup-
port provision of the House bill, I feel
that I must support the amendment to
be offered by the Senator from Florida
which I shall join him in offering,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the
Senator from Vermont will agree with
me, will he not, that the rejection of
my amendment would be injurious both
to the dairy industry and to the poultry
industry in that it would raise the feed
cost far above that which prevails under
the existing law?

Mr. AIKEN. I do not think anyone
can answer that question. We know
that the great abundance of feed grains,
and their low cost, have encouraged
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many people to go into livestock and
poultry production thereby increasing
the competition and depressing the
markets for our northeastern producers.
I do not think anyone can say what the
ultimate advantage or disadvantage
would be.

I will say, however, that if I were not
trying to view the farm bill objectively,
and to work out the best possible bill,
my inclination would be to vote for the
Senator’s amendment. But I think,
under the circumstances, it is better to
support a proposal which I feel can be
approved and which will result in ob-
taining legislation which will be of bene-
fit to nearly all the people of the United
States and detrimental to almost none
of them.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

. 1yield.

Mr DANIEL. Does the Senator realize
that in the original farm bill the Senate
expressed itself in approving much
higher support prices?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; and the Presi-
dent vetoed the bill, and I agreed with
him. I recognize that the amendment to
be offered by the Senator from Florida is
better than the provision already in the
bill; however, I do not believe in com-

romislng until we have been defeated.
I believe in first ascertaining whether we
have enough votes, and in this instance I
feel confident of victory.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the yeas and nays be ordered
on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objeetion to the request of the Senator
from Delaware?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I shall not
object—I think the Senator from Dela-
ware and Senators from areas like his
.own are entitled to have a chance to go
on record in this matter, and the time of
the Senate will be saved if we proceed
in this way, rather than to have every
Senator affected make a speech, or to
have a quorum call and another request.

However, I must say that I think the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Delaware goes much further than the
Senate would possibly go, in view of the
expressions heretofore made on the floor
during the debate on the previous bill,
and also in view of the fact that since
that time price supports have been
granted for noncomplying corn in the
commercial corn areas, which make even
more serious the plight of the small grain
producers.

So while I am not at all agreeing with
the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from Delaware, I feel that his
request is meritorious, and I hope it will
be granted.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I wish
to make the record clear that my fail-
ure to object to the unanimous-consent
request a moment ago was simply to ex-
pedite the matter. I shall not object to
the unanimous-consent request, but I
certainly oppose the amendment offered
by the Senator from Delaware because I
think it would do great harm not only to
the proposed legislation, but also to the
farmers of the country who raise corn
and other feed grains.
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr,
President——

Mr. WILLTAMS. My request is merely
to have a record vote on the amend-
ment. I do not see how there could be
any objection to that.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, reserving the right to object,
I had hoped to ask the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. A1xen] what the alterna-
tive was. I have heard rumors that an
alternative amendment would be offered
following whatever action might be
taken on the amendment offered by the
Senator from Delaware. I was won-
dering if we would save time by having
a record vote if the amendment is doomed
to failure. I do not know whether it is
or not; I have heard rumors that it was.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The only thing
which would cause the amendment to be
doomed to failure would be that it did
not receive enough votes to be adopted.
We will not know about that until we
have had an opportunity to vote on it.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. How Sen-
ators might vote on the amendment of
the Senator from Delaware might be
affected by what the alternative proposal
might be. If another amendment is to
be offered, perhaps we should know
something about it before we commit
ourselves on the amendment offered by
the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, sim-
ply for the information of the Senator
from South Dakota, the Senator will find
on his desk a mimeographed copy of the
amendment which will be offered after
the disposition of the pending amend-
ment—that is, if the pending amend-
ment be defeated by a vote of the Sen-
ate. The amendment proposed to be
offered by the Senator from Florida for
himself and on behalf of other Senators,
including the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Amkenl, will by no means strike
from the bill all provisions favorable to
the small grain producers, but will afford
far better treatment of them if the hill
shall be passed.

The amendment offered by the Senator
from Delaware would, in effect, strike
from the bill entirely provisions affect-
ing the producers of small grains, and
leave them subject to the conditions of
the present law.

I hope the vote may be taken prompt-
ly; and then, if I am permitted to do so, I
shall be glad to offer my amendment, a
copy of which is on the desk of all Sen-
ators.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Delaware should be rejected, would there
then be any occasion to offer the amend-
ment which the Senator from Florida
intends to propose?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10
minutes of the Senator from Delaware
have expired. Does the Senator from
Delaware yield himself additional time?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not yield time
to Senators to debate the amendment if
they are opposed to it.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, may
we have the yeas and nays ordered on
my amendment?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware has previously
made a unanimous-consent request that
the yeas and nays be ordered on his
amendment. Is there objection to that
request?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I do not think I am being arbi-
irary or unreasonable in trying to ascer-
tain whether or not we shall be fore-
closed an opportunity to vote on another
amendment in connection with this mat-
ter. The Senator from Florida was
about to answer that question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Delaware?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida will state it.

Mr. HOLLAND. If the amendment
cffered by the Senator from Delaware,
which is now under consideration, should
be rejected by the Senate, would not the
Senator from Florida have a right to
offer his amendment, a copy of which has
been printed and is lying on the desk of
each Senator, and which relates to a
much more definite treatment of the
problem than does the amendment of
the Senator from Delaware?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida may offer his
amendment.

The Senator from Florida was recoeg-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. I simply wanted to
bring out that fact, which I think was all
that stood in the way of the granting of
the request of the Senator from Dela-
ware for a yea-and-nay vote.

I am perfectly willing to discuss my
amendment now, but I do not think this
is the proper time to do so. The Chair
has advised the Senate that in the event
of the rejection of the pending amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Dela-
ware, the -Senator from Florida could
offer his amendment. I hope that that
ruling will now lead to a granting of the
request of the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. ‘CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I withdraw my reservation of
objection,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In order
to clarify the record, there is pending a
unanimous-consent request by the Sena-
tor from Delaware that the yeas and
nays on his amendment be ordered. Is
there objection to that request? If not,
the yeas and nays are ordered.

Is there any further request for time
on the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Delaware?

The time in opposition to the amend-
ment is in control of the Senator from
Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as T
indicated earlier during the debate on
this measure, I do not suppose there is a
provision in the bill which has given us
more difficulty than has the provision
affecting feed grains and corn. I can-
not believe that the Senate will refuse to
enact some kind of legislation which will
protect the feed grain producers, in the
light of what has been done for the pro-
ducers of corn.

I understand there is in the offing a
compromise amendment which will be
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offered by the Senator from Florida. So
far as I am concerned, as chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry, I, of course, will try to maintain
those provisions which were incorporated
in the bill by the committee. But if the
compromise is acceptable to the Sena-
tors from the grain States, and an agree-
ment can be reached, the fight I intend
to make for the committee provisions on
feed grains will undoubtedly be fruitless.
I realize that.

However, I am very hopeful that the
amendment offered by the distinguished
Senator from Delaware will be rejected,
so that in due time the Senate may have
an opportunity to consider the small
grains sections, as provided in the hill,
or as may be provided by the amend-
ment which I understand is to be offered
by the distinguished Senator from
Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
proponent of the amendment, the Sena-
tor from Delaware, yield back the re-
mainder of his time?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am ready for a
vote on this amendment unless some
other Senator wishes to speak.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there may be a quorum call,
with the time for the quorum call not
being charged to either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the clerk will call the roll, with the un-
derstanding that the time for the quo-
rum call will not be charged to either
side.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WILLTIAMS. Mr. President, I was
wondering if the Senator from Louisiana
wished to discuss the amendment fur-
ther.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The at-
tention of the Senator from Louisiana is
called to the inquiry of the Senator from
Delaware. The question is, Does the
Senator from Louisiana care to discuss
the amendment further?

Mr. ELLENDER. No, Mr. President.
If the Senator is willing fo yield back
his time, I shall do likewise.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, Ishall
yield back the remainder of my time,
but first I should like to take about 1
minute in further explanation. The
issue here is very simple—it hoils down
to the question as to whether or not the
Senate wants to authorize mandatory
support prices for all types of feed
grains. The adoption of this new prin-
ciple will substantially raise the feed cost
to all poultry and dairy farmers without
any corresponding benefits. This year
we have already lost $30 million on bar-
ley, $36 million on grain sorghums, $11
million on oats, and $5 million on rye.
How much more do the producers of
these commodities want?

Let us not write into the law that the
Secretary shall have to continue to sup-
port these commeodities, not at his dis-
cretion, but at mandatory price sup-
ports much higher than at present.
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I am confident that such action would
seriously affect both our poultry indus-
try and the dairy industry in the North-
east. I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment.

Mr. President, I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Louisiana yield back
the remainder of his time?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time on the amendment has been yielded
back. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WiLLiamMs].

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER.

clerk will eall the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

The

Alken Frear Millikin
Allott George Monroney
Anderson Goldwater Mundt
Barrett Green Murray
Beall Hayden Neely
Bender Hennings Neuberger
Bennett Hickenlooper O'Mahoney
Bible Hill Pastore
Bricker Holland Payne
Bridges Hruska Potter
Bush Humphrey Purtell
Butler Ives Robertson
Byrd Jackson Russell
Capehart Jenner Baltonstall
Case, N. J. Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel
Case, 8. Dak, Johnston, S.C. Smathers
Chavez Eerr Smith, Maine
Clements Enowland Smith, N. J.
Cotton Kuchel Sparkman
Curtis Laird Stennis
Daniel Langer Symington
Dirksen Long Thye
Douglas Magnuson Watkins
Duft Mansfield Wiley
Dworshak Martin, Jowa  Willlams
Eastland Martin, Pa, Wofford
Eillender McCarthy Young
Ervin McClellan

Flanders McNamara

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE
in the chair). A quorum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS].

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. As I understand,
the pending amendment is the so-called
designated as
“5-17-56-G.” Isthat correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KNOWLAND. The parliamentary
inquiry is this: Should the Williams
amendment be agreed to, would the
Aiken-Holland compromise amendment
then be in order, or would the so-called
Daniel amendment, dealing with the sub-
ject of feed grains, then be in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that if the Williams
amendment were agreed to, an amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Florida
[Mr. HoLraND], or any other Senator on
the same subject matter could not be
challenged on the ground of inconsist-
ency with the action taken in agreeing to
the Williams amendment. A point of
order would not lie against such an
amendment.
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The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Delaware [Mr, WiLriamsl. On this ques-
tion the yeas and nays have been ordered,
all time has been used or yielded back,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. SPARKMAN. On this vote I have
a pair with the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. MorseEl. If he were present and
voting he would vote “nay.” If I were
at liberty to vote I would vote “yea.” I
therefore withhold my vote. :

Mr, HILL. On this vote I have a pair
with the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. Scorr]. If he were present and vot-
ing he would vote ‘“nay.” If I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote “yea.” I
therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Iannounce thatthe
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT],
the Senators from Tennessee [Mr. GORE
and Mr. KerFauveEr], the Senator frem
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr., LEaman], the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse]l, and
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Scorrl are absent on official business.

On this vote the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FoLeriGgHT] is paired with the
Senator from New York [Mr, LEaMaN].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Arkansas would vote “nay” and the Sen-
ator from New York would vote ‘“‘yea.”

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KerFauver] is paired with the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepy]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Tennessee would vote “nay” and the Sen-
ator ”from Massachusetts would vote
"yea..

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]
and the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
MaroNE] are absent on official business.

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]
is necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. CarLson] is paired with the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. CarLson] would vote “nay” and the
Senator from Idaho [Mr., WELKER] would
vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 39,
nays 44, as follows:

YEAS—39
Allott Dirksen Martin, Pa.
Barrett Duifl Millikin
Beall Dworshak Pastore
Bender Flanders Payne
Bennett Frear Potter
Bricker Goldwater Purtell
Bridges Green Robertson
Bush Ives Russell
Butler Jackson Saltonstall

yrd Jenner Smith, Maine

Capehart Knowland Smith, N. J.
Case, N. J. Euchel Watkins
Cotton Magnuson ‘Williams

NAYS—44
Aiken Hickenlooper Monroney
Anderson Holland Mundt
Bible Hruska Murray
Case, S. Dak. Humphrey Neely
Chavez Johnson, Tex, Neuberger
Clements Johnston, 8. C. O'Mahoney
Curtis KEerr Schoeppel
Daniel Laird Smathers
Douglas Langer Stennis
Eastland Long Symington
Ellender Mansfield Thye
Ervin Martin, ITowa Wiley
George McCarthy Wofford
Hayden McClellan Young
Hennings McNamara
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NOT VOTING—12

Carlson Kefauver Morse
Fulbright Eennedy Scott
Gore Lehman Sparkman
Hin Malone Welker

So Mr. WiLLiams' amendment was re=-
jected.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=
dent, I move that the Senate reconsider
the vote by which the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
WirLiams] was rejected.

Mr. ER. Mr. President, I
move to lay the motion to reconsider on
the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL-
LENDER].

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
¢ Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
send forward amendments and ask that
they be stated. I ask that the amend-
ments be considered en bloe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Florida? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered. The Secretary will
state the amendments.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3,
beginning with the word “other” in line
24, it is proposed to strike out down to
and including “oats,” in line 1, on page 4.

On page 8, beginning with line 4,
strike out through line 5 on page 10.

On page 12, line 21, strike out “other
feed grains, $175,000,000.”

On page 25, beginning with the comma
in line 1, strike out to and including
“1956" in line 4.

On page 51, beginning with line 19,
strike out down to and including line 19
on page 54 and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, (1) the level of price support for the
1966 crop of grain sorghums, barley, rye, and
oats, respectively, shall be 76 percent of the
parity price for the commodity as of April
15, 1956, (2) the level of price support for
corn produced outside the commercial corn-
producing area, for any crop for which base
acreages are in effect (except as provided in
(3) below), shall be 8213 percent of the
level of price support for corn in the com-
mercial corn-producing area to producers
complying with acreage limitations, and (3)
if price support is made available for the
1957 crop of corn in the commercial corn-
producing area to producers not complying
with acreage limitations, price support shall
be made available for the 1957 crop of grain
sorghums, barley, rye, oats, and corn pro-
duced outside the commercial corn-produc-
ing area, respectively, at a level, not less than
70 percent of the parity price as of the be-
ginning of the marketing year, determined
by the Secretary to be fair and reasonable
in relation to the level at which price sup-
port is made available for corn in the com=-
mercial corn-producing area to producers not
complying with acreage limitations, taking
into consideration the normal price relation-
ships between such commodity and corn in
the commercial area, the feed value of such
commaodity in relation to corn, the supply of
such commodity in relation to the demand
therefor, the ability to dispose of stocks of
such commodity acquired through price-sup=-
port programs and such other factors as he
deems pertinent.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President——
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, will
{he Senator from Florida yield so that I
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may request that the yeas and nays be
ordered?

Mr. HOLLAND. Iyield.

Mr, ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on this amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, at
the proper time I shall suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namara in the chair). The Senator from
Florida is recognized.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this
amendment is offered on behalf of the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AikenN] and
myself. It has been generally discussed
with all Senators with whom we have
been able to discuss it this morning, be-
cause it represents a very serious and de-
termined effort to bring together the
thinking of the Members of the Senate
on the important feed grain question on
which it has just been demonstrated
there is considerable division in the Sen-
ate.

Mr. President, the reason why there
are several amendments incorporated
into one is that it is necessary to make
various places in the bill conform to the
purposes of the amendment.

The purposes of the amendment, if I
may outline them in three brief sen-
tences, are these:

First, to fix a price support for the
1956 crop of grain sorghums, barley, rye,
and oats, respectively, at 76 percent of
parity price for the commodities as of
April 15, 1956.

To explain that provision, Mr. Presi-
dent, the intent is to put the small feed
grain producers on a parity with the pro-
ducers of corn, the noncomplying pro-
ducers of corn, in the commercial corn
area, who were granted a price support
on April 15, 1956, so that there will be
given by that provision of the amend-
ment, as we believe, equality this year as
between corn and small grains, so far as
that can be done by legislation.

The second provision of the amend-
ment is applicable to the corn produced
in the noncommercial area. It follows
the same philosophy as that expressed in
the first provision which I have just men-
tioned.

The price support for noncomplying
corn producers in the commercial area,
when it was fixed, established a new prin-
ciple which had not been effective there=
tofore. The amendment provides that
noncomplying corn producers in the
commercial area will be placed on the
same basis as corn producers outside the
commercial area. So, the second pur-
pose of the amendment is to grant 8215
percent of the level of price supports for
grain in the commercial corn-growing
areas to the corn producers in the non-
commercial area. That is about five-
sixths of the support price.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. EERR. Ido not quite understand
the explanation which the Senator has
given with reference to corn in non-
commercial corn States.

Mr. HOLLAND. : Mr. President, I rec-
ognize that this is a very complex sub=
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ject, and I shall do my best to explain
it clearly. I ask that the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. Arken], the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. AnpErson], and other
Senators who are quite familiar with the
subject matter follow my explanation.

The present law provides for corn pro-
ducers in the noncommercial areas a
price support at 75 percent of the pre-
vailing price support given to compli-
ance corn in the commercial areas.

Mr. EERR. On the allotted acres?

Mr. HOLLAND. That is correct.
The effort is to work out some kind of
parity of treatment between corn in the
noncommercial areas and the noncom-
plying corn producers in the commercial
areas who never had a price support until
it was recently announced by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield for another
question?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. KERR. Isthe Senator saying that
if his amendment is adopted all corn
producers in the noncommercial areas
will have a support price at the same
level as that of the noncomplying corn
producers in the commercial areas?

Mr. HOLLAND. They will have sup-
port at the level of about five-sixths of
the support level for complying produc-
ers in the commercial areas, and that
will amount to almost the same thing
which the Senator has said.

Incidentally, we followed the same
philosophy as that which was followed
in fixing 76 percent in the first branch
of the amendment which I have just
mentioned, because there it was a matter
of making the price supports for small
grains as nearly as possible the same as
were granted to the noncomplying corn
producers in the commercial corn areas.

Mr. KERR. If I read the language
correctly, it leaves a different impression
with me. AsIread it in paragraph (d),
subparagraph (2), it provides:

(2) The level of price support for corn
produced outside the commercial corn-pro=
ducing area—

I take it, that is in States other than
the corn-producing States.

Mr. HOLLAND. In counties not. in
the commercial areas.

Mr. KERR. I read further—

for any crop for which base acreages are In
effect.

Have there been base acreages in ef-
fect in the noncommercial corn-produc=
ing areas?

Mr. HOLLAND. The amendment
represents an effort to give comparable
treatment to noncommercial corn to
that which is given small grains on
which the price support is fixed at 76
percent of parity.

Mr. KERR. I understand that, but
I am trying to get it clear as to whether
if the producer of corn in the noncom-
mercial areas is to receive the benefit
of this amendment he must observe
acreage limitations.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield? =

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. M

Mr. ANDERSON. I think the an-
swer to the question of the Senator from
Oklahoma is that the producer would
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not have to observe acreage limitations
at all. The reference to the crop which
is under acreage limitation is an effort
to relate back to corn. Corn in the com-
mercial areas will be under acreage
limitations, but areas outside the com-
mercial areas need not be under acre-
age limitations, under the language of
the amendment.

Mr. KERR. In other words, the pro-
ducer in the noncommercial areas would
have acreage limitations but would re-
ceive approximately the same support
level as would the corn producer in the
commercial areas?

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.
The corn producer outside the commer-
cial area is not complying with acreage
limitations, and the corn producer in-
side the commercial area is not com-
plying. Therefore, they would receive
the same support.

Mr. HOLLAND. One of the reasons
for the provision is that another por-
tion of the bill allows the corn produc-
ers in the commercial areas the right
by referendum to vote whether to ter-
minate acreage control. If acreage con-
trol is applicable in the commercial
areas and noncompliance corn is sup-
ported, then the treatment, which we
have discussed, is to be given corn in
the noncommercial areas.

Of course, if there is no price support
there, there is not going to be any corn
price support anywhere.

Mr., KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield further?

Mr. HOLLAND., I yield.

Mr. KERR. Then, as has been stated
by the Senator from New Mexico, the
real effect with reference to support
prices is to put the producer of corn in
the noncommercial areas in the same
position as the noncomplying corn pro-
ducer in the commercial areas?

Mr. HOLLAND. As nearly as may be;
and in doing that, we are following the
precedent of the first part of the amend-
ment with reference to treatment given
to the producers of small grains.

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. My
understanding is substantially the same
as that stated by the Senator from Flor-
ida. Translating it into dollars and
cents, my understanding is that the corn
of noncompliers in the commercial areas
would be supported at the $1.25 national
average. Applying the five-sixths for-
mula to 861, percent would mean that
the corn producer would be supported
this year, in noncommercial areas, at
about $1.24. So that makes the price
substantially the same.

Mr. HOLLAND. It sounds like that
arithmetically, but the way it would be
applied, it would not exactly equal that.
I confess that the experts on the Depart-
ment staff would have to explain that.
But it comes very close to the figure
which the Senator from South Dakota
has stated.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think
an amendment of this nature is needed
to avoid chaos and confusion, particu-
larly in States which have counties
which are in a commercial corn area, and
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counties which are not in a commercial
corn area.

Mr. HOLLAND. The question of the
Senator, as to whether the amendment
relates to 1957 must be answered in the
affirmative, but it also, I understand, ap-
plies to later years. This provision of
the amendment is a permanent change
in the law and will apply to later years.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. But
would it require in 1957, a producer of
feed grain or corn in a noncommercial
corn county to put some land into the
soil bank?

Mr. HOLLAND. This particular
amendment would not. I have said
earlier that this particular amendment,
if adopted, would eliminate the acreage
reserve provisions of the soil bank in
their application to small grains.

The amendment would leave effective
to small grains the conservation reserve
provisions.

A sizable number of Senators have
worked out this amendment together,
and we are fully persuaded that, in view
of the scarcity of data, now available,
and of the indicated attitude of the ad-
ministration not to approve an addi-
tional 100 million acres of land under
any control basis, the allowing of 2 years,
at least—1956 and 1957—to work out a
better program, with the other provi-
sions, as described, is the very best that
we can hope to obtain in this situation.

We have conferred not only with one
another, not only with Senators who are
strongly for higher price supports for
small grains, as, for instance, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Texas [Mr.
Danierl, and others, but we have con-
ferred with the Department of Agricul-
ture experts and directly with the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, in an effort to get
any suggestions we could from him. We
have tried to save as much as possible
for the small-grain producers. We think
that there is no indication whatever that
a sound program can be worked out for
acreage reserve participation by the
small-grain producers in the first 2 years.

If the developments in 1956 are quicker
than are anticipated, Congress can take
additional action early in 1957. As I sce
it now, this is the best that can be done
at this time to take care of the small-
grain producers.

I do not have to call to the attention
of the Senator from South Dakota the
fact that the sponsors of this amend-
ment opposed the amendment of the
Senator from Delaware, which was just
rejected, which would have entirely
eliminated the possibility of giving any
relief at all to the producers of small
grains, We are trying to get for them
everything we think it is reasonable for
them to have, based upon the present
data available and considering the pres-
ent confused situation.

The fact that corn is divided artificially
into two areas, a commercial area and a
noncommercial area, and that that di-
vision does not adapt itself readily to any
of the small grains, makes the problem
a very complicated one to work out.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It is a
very complicated problem, particularly
in a State like mine, where a portion of
the State has counties in the commer-
cial corn areas, while immediately adja-
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cent there are counties which are not.
We have three classes for corngrowers.

I think an amendment of this kind is
necessary, regardless of how one stands
on the question of high or low price sup-
ports. If there is to be a corn-support
program, it is necessary to have an
amendment such as this to preserve the
relationship between corn grown on un-
allotted acres, unrestricted, and the
small grains, which can be used as a sub-
stitute for corn as feed.

Mr. HOLLAND. I share that convie-
tion, and so do the other Senators who
have collaborated in this matter. We are
glad to have our purpose so clearly stated
and approved by the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I think the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. Casel made a
very good statement just now, when he
said this is the sort of amendment which
could be supported regardless of whether
one favored high supports or flexible
supports or rigid supports, because the
amendment would provide an opportu-
nity for the Department of Agriculture
to keep careful track of the acreage al-
lotted to oats, rye, barley, and grain sor-
ghums for the growing years 1956 and
1957. That ought to provide sufficient
information to allow these grains to come
111;1;1;1' the acreage reserve program by

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I hope
there will be a record vote on the amend-
ment, because I think the votes of Sena-
tors on the previous amendment might
be misunderstood.

The Senator from Florida will recall
that prior to the other vote I reserved
the right to object in order that the Sen-
ate might be assured that the amend-
ment now pending would be offered, and
there would be no alternative. I think
the votes of some Senators on the other
amendment might be misunderstood un-
less an opportunity were afforded to re-
cord their votes on this amendment.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
from South Dakota; I think he has made
a ggod point which ought to be consid-
ered.

The third objective of the amendment
is that if price support is made avail-
able for the 1957 crop of corn in the
commercial corn-producing areas to pro-
ducers not complying with acreage limi-
tations, price support shall be made
available for the 1957 crop of grain sor-
ghum, barley, rye, oats, and corn pro-
duced outside the commercial corn-pro-
ducing area respectively, at a level not
less than T0 percent. The price shall
never go to less than 70 percent, and it
shall be fixed in the same way as 76 per-
cent was fixed for this year, namely, by
relating that price support to the price
support which is given to the noncom-
plying corn in the commercial areas.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I should like to add a
word to what the Senator from Florida
is saying. I was one who helped to pre-
pare the amendment. I believe it will
work no hardship on anyone, but will
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be helpful to many feed grain producers
in the country. In fact, I think it will
leave the price of feed grains about
where it is now on the open market, al=
though I cannot be exactly sure of that.
The price of feed should stay approxi=-
mately where it is now. If it goes higher,
it will not be because of the amendment,
but because of market trends. The price
seems to be at a fairly good level at
present. If it can be maintained at
nearly that level, I believe it will be help=
ful, and will assure the feed grain pro-
ducers of America of a good price. Also,
it will not be harmful to the livestock,
dairy, and poultry producers.

Mr. HOLLAND. I appreciate the
comment by the Senator from Vermont.
I think every Senator has received tele-
grams from producers in the field of
dairy products, in the field of livestock,
and in the poultry field who are disturbed
about the provisions in the bill, but not
about this amendment, which I feel is
moderate enough to give grave concern
1o none of them.

One purpose of the amendment,
among others, is not to permit the small-
grain producers to slide down, down,
and down to deeper distress, but to give
them fair treatment, as we see it, along
with the corn producers.

Mr. AIKEN. The livestock and poul-
try producers were understandably dis-
turbed about the provisions of the House
bill which raised the supports much
higher than the amendment which is
now being offered by the Senator from
Florida, and also perpetuated high feed-
grain supports by tying them to the sup-
port price for commercial corn. The
compromise offered is a considerable re-
duction from the supports which were
required by the House bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Vermont is correct.

I now yield to the Senator from New
Mexico, after which I shall yield to the
Senator from North Dakota.

Mr, ANDERSON. The Senator from
Vermont has not asked me to say this.
I hope that if I misstate his position, he
will correct me. There might be some
persons who would wonder why the Sen-
ator from Vermont, on the last vote,
voted ‘“no’” on the Williams amendment.
I assume he voted “no” on that amend-
ment because he knew that this perfect-
ing amendment, which he was offering
jointly with the Senator from Florida,
would be called up next.

Under the circumstances, I think the
Senator from Vermont acted very gen-
erously in trying to get these provisions
before Congress, and those areas which
produce feed grains are indebted to the
able Senator from Vermont for taking
the position which he did on the
Williams amendment,

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. President, I wish to say that the
amendment now being offered by the
Senator from Florida is as fair a proposi-
tion, both to the consumers and pro-
ducers of grain, as we can work out. It
is better to have it come about this way
than in a one-sided manner, where one
type of producer might make gains tem-

porarily, but a year or two later migh! /'

wake up and find he had lost a goot
share of his market.
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Mr, YOUNG. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Sena-
tor from North Dakota.

Mr. YOUNG. I think this amendment
represents a fair compromise. I would
have much preferred to have seen higher
price supports provided for feed grains.
I firmly believe that cheap feed grains are
detrimental to the dairy industry, to the
cattle industry, to the hog industry, and
to the poultry industry. So I was
strongly for the original provision in the
bill which was vetoed by the President
recently.

Under the provision in the original bill,
there were 90 percent supports. The feed
grain producers would have received 85
percent supports, which is 15 percent
higher than they are getting now, which
is 70 percent. In order to get that higher
percentage, they would have had to put
into the soil bank program 15 percent of
the acreage they normally plant to feed
grains. It would not have been easy for
the feed grain producers to put that
extra acreage into the soil bank, but I
thought it would be worth while for them
since they would get 15 percent higher
supports,

Under the pending proposal feed grain
producers will get 76 percent of parity
for this year’s crop which is 6 percent
more than the scheduled 70 percent sup-
ports.

Mr. HOLLAND. That is for 1856.

Mr., YOUNG. For 1956. For 1957
they will get a minimum of 70 percent.

Under the House provision and the
provision which it is now proposed to
strike from the bill, feed grain producers
would get 5 percent less than price sup-
ports for corn in the commercial area, if
they put 15 percent of their acreage into
the soil bank. So next year, if price sup-
ports for corn should be 80 percent of
parity—and I think that is probably all
they will be, with corn production in-
creasing—feed grain producers would
get only 75 percent of parity. PBut in
order to get that 75 percent of parity,
they would have to put 15 percent of their
acreage into the soil bank program. That
would mean additional regimentation
and land measuring, and I do not think
it would be worth while to get that little
higher support price in return for the
regimentation to which they would be
subjected.

I think the compromise is the best we
can get through Congress this year.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate greatly the statement of the
Senator from North Dakota, because if
anybody has fought, clear up to the high-
est requirement of courage, to have
adopted a conviction held by him that
high price supports should be provided,
he has done so. I want it to appear in
the Recorp that I appreciate his state-
ment, because I think it is in line with
the fact that the pending proposal is a
fair compromise.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a request that the
¥yeas and nays be ordered.

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.
Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President——
Mr. ENOWLAND. The request, if

s granted, will not foreclose the offering

of a substitute, as I understand.
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Mr. DANIEL. Mr, President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namara in the chair). The Senator will
state it.

Mr. DANIEL. Is the minority leader's
interpretation correct that ordering the
yeas and nays will not forego any
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is informed that is correct.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, on
the amendment of the Senator from
Florida I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield to me?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I had
agreed to yield to the senior Senator
from North Dakota. May I ask the
chairman of the committee to be pre-
pared to grant me more time from the
time on the bill, because I am approach=-
ing the end of my allotted time, or per-
haps I may have time granted by the
minority leader.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
shall yield 5 additional minutes to the
Senator from the time on the bill, if he
needs it.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, I now
vield to the senior Senator from North
Dalkota.

Mr,. LANGER. Will the Senator please
state for the ReEcorp the difference be-
tween the House provision for price sup-
ports and the pending amendment?

Mr. HOLLAND. I have been working
so hard to bring about a compromise
affecting certain provisions of the Sen-
ate committee bill that I have probably
forgotten the details of some of the orig-
inal provisions in the House bill. I
should prefer to have the chairman of
the committee, the Senator from Loui-
siana [Mr. ELLENDER], answer that ques-
tion, and I ask unanimous consent that
I may yield to him.

Mr. ELLENDER. I shall give an
answer to that question in a short while.

Mr. HOLLAND. The chairman of the
commifttee has assured me that he can
answer the question and will do so later
in the debate. In our committee we
made a great many changes in the pro-
visions of the House bill. "We have been
discussing for a long time changes pro-
posed to the bill as reported by the Sen-
ate committee. I would not care to try
to state with complete accuracy the pro=-
visions of the House bill.

Mr. RUSSELL., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND, I yield to the Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. TUnder the present
support program as defined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, corn in the com-
mercial corn-producing area, where there
is compliance, is supported at $1.50 a
bushel. If the farmer does not wish to
comply, he can plant all he wishes, and
the Secretary of Agriculture, for the first
time, rewards noncompliance by sup-
porting that corn at $1.25, whereas
farmers outside the commercial corn area
have a support price of only $1.12.

Mr. HOLLAND, Seventy-five percent
of the prevailing price support in the
commereial area.

Mr. RUSSELL:. The Secretary not
only rewards noncompliance in the his-
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torically Republican farm Corn Belt
States, where there have been reports
of some disaffection, but he discriminates
against producers in the noncommercial
area by allowing them only $1.12 a
bushel.

Does the amendment perpetuate that
injustice, or discontinue it, or deal
with it?

Mr. HOLLAND. The amendment cor-
rects the injustice.

In the second provision of the amend-
ment, to be found at about the eighth
line down, the distinguished Senator
from Georgia will see that the level of
price support for corn produced outside
the commercial corn-producing area is
fixed at 8215 percent of the level of price
support for corn in the commercial corn-
producing area, when there is compli-
ance. Eighty-two and one-half percent
is about five-sixths. One dollar and
twenty-five cents is five-sixths of $1.50.
So it seeks to give equal treatment.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is for 1956. How
about 19572

Mr. HOLLAND. For 1957 the same
provision is continued. It will be a per-
manent change in the law.

Mr. RUSSELL. This is the first time
any Department of Agriculture or Sec-
retary of Agriculture has sought to re-
ward noncompliance with the laws en-
acted by the Congress. I am glad this
amendment seeks to correct that injus-
tice. Once the election to take place
next November is behind us, I hope the
Secretary of Agriculture will go back to
the previous philosophy, and not reward
noncompliance, but place all commodi-
ties on the same basis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Florida has
expired.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I was
assured of additional time from the
minority leader.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, does
the Senator from Florida need addition-
al time on the bill?

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes.

- Mr. BRICKER. Will 5 minutes suf-
ce?

Mr. HOLLAND. That will be sufficient
at this time.

Mr. BRICKER. I yield 5 additional
minutes to the Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized for 5
additional minutes.

Mr. SCHOEFPPEL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield to me?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Regarding the
amendment submitted by the Senator
from Florida, I wish to say that, having
been in the Chamber and having lis-
tened to the remarks of the distinguished
Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Youncl, I certainly concur in the posi-
tion he has taken in reference to this
amendment.

I desire to state to the distinguished
Senator from Florida that, originally, in
view of the situation which has existed
in the sorghum grain areas and in some
other areas in respect to the related
grains, I had some misgivings about what
the bill proposed.

I realize that this amendment pro-
vides certain equitable considerations
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for the sorghum grain producing areas
and the areas which were very badly dis-
turbed about the situation which hereto-
fore existed. I think the amendment
constitutes a fair compromise and a fair
approach to a solution of the problem.

I should like to have the Senator from
Florida know that I hope the amendment
will prevail, because—as the Senator
from North Dakota has said—it will
permit the farmers affected to get away
from many of the unfortunate and un-
pleasant details involved in working out
the situation. So I feel that the farmers
could live with this amendment, and
that they will be satisfied with it.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin-
guished Senator; and on behalf of the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIkEn] and
other Senators who sat in on the at-
tempt to reach this compromise, as well
as on behalf of myself, I accept the com-
pliment he has given. We are grateful
to the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield to me?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. DANIEL. I also wish to compli-
ment the Senator from Florida and the
other Senators who have worked on this
provision, although it is less than some
of us feel should be adopted.

As a matter of fact, some Members of
this body, including the junior Senator
from Texas, have prepared an amend-
ment to increase the support price with
acreage limitations.

I should like to refer to the last part
of the amendment submitted by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida. It
seems that his amendment would pro-
vide that in the future the Secretary
would support small grains on a com-
parable basis with corn, but the last part
reads:

Taking into consideration the normal price
relationships between such commodity and
corn in the commercial area, the feed value
of such commodity in relation to corn, the
supply of such commodity in relation to the
demand therefor, the ability to dispose of
stocks of such commodity acquired through
price support programs, and such other fac-
tors as he deems pertinent.

As I understand, all that language, ex-
cept the last eight words, is included in
the provision of the present law concern-
ing factors to be considered by the Sec-
retary in figuring price supports. Is that
correct?

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes, that is correct;
in the existing law there are eight differ-
ent factors, and all of them are repre-
sented in the smaller number stated in
this amendment. However, the Senator
from Texas is also correct in stating that
the last eight words of the amendment,
namely, “and such other factors as he
deems pertinent,” are not found in ex-
isting law.

Mr. DANIEL. It seems that those
eight words, which are new to this type
of legislation, would allow the Secretary
to take into consideration factors not
specified by the Congress. So those
eight words might constitute very broad
authority.

I wonder whether the Senator from
Florida would have any objection to the
elimination of those words, or whether
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they play any important part in his
amendment.

Mr. HOLLAND. So far as I am con-
cerned, it seems to me that they do not
play an important part; but on this point
I yield to the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AnpErsoN], who is quite familiar
with these provisions.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I was
going to suggest to the Senator from
Florida that he strike them out, and that
he add the word “and” in the third line
above, preceding the words “the ability
to dispose of stock.”, and so forth,

I think the Secretary of Agriculture
has sufficient discretion as regards the
other factors, and I do not believe he
needs to take into consideration “and
such other factors as he deems perti-
nent.”

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the expression on the part of the
Senator from New Mexico.

I should also like to have the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] express him-
self on the proposed deletion of the last
eight words, which I think can be deleted
without doing violence to the purpose of
those of us who worked on the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MoN=
RONEY in the chair). The time of the
Senator from Florida has expired.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I yield
an additional 5 minutes to the Senator
from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
from Ohio.

I now yield to the Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. ATEEN. Mr. President, I had not
considered this matter before. However,
certainly the last eight words of the
amendment are not the meat of the
amendment; and it seems to me that un-
doubtedly the amendment would be fully
effective if those words were omitted. I
would have no great feeling about the
matter either way.

Mr. HOLLAND., I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont. That is
my own feeling about it.

Mr. AIKEN. Certainly more respon-
sibility would be put on the Congress, and
less on the Secretary.

Mr. DANIEL. Yes. In view of that, I
wonder whether the Senator from Flor-
ida would consider modifying his amend-
ment by striking out the last eight words
thereof.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, with
the consent of the Senator from Vermont
and the Senator from New Mexico, I am
glad to modify my amendment by strik-
ing out the last eight words and by in-
serting a new word—the word “and”—
between the words “therefor” and
“the”, which are the first two words in
the third line from the bottom of my
amendment. I so modify my amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Inas-
much as the yeas and nays have been
ordered on the question of agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from
Florida, unanimous consent will be re-
quired in order to modify the amendment
at this time.

Is there objection to the proposed
modification of the amendment of the
Senator from Florida?
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I hope
there will be no objection. 1

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none. With-
out objection, the amendment of the
Senator from Florida is modified accord-
ingly.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr, President, I have
outlined the meaning of the amendment
as fully as I could. It is submitted in a
sincere desire to bring together those
who feel there should be no legislation
in this field and those of us who feel
that the producers of small grains are in
a very distressed situation and that their
situation should not be ignored at the
time of passage of this bill.

The Senate has already gone on record
by a very considerable vote in favor of
giving more relief than this amendment
would give these producers. The bill
reported by the committee would give
them more relief. But I believe this
amendment is the most we can hope to
get together on; and I say that after
having discussed the matter with many
Members of various points of view, as
well as with those in the administrative
branch of the Government.

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield 1 minute to
me?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I think we must also
take into consideration the fact that it
has been reported by some Members of
the House that if the modifications made
to the bill by the Senate are not too far
out of line with the thinking of the
House, our amendments might be ac-
cepted by the House, rather than to have
the bill go to conference, and thereby
entail a long delay. I cannot conceive
that any amendments or changes thus
far made by the Senate in the bill would
warrant any long delay in presenting the
bill to the President and having it enact-
ed into law.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
for his contribution; and I join him in
the sincere hope that the bill, as passed
by the Senate, will be acceptable to the
House, and will be enacted into law
without the necessity of a conference.

Mr, ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield to me?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. I had to step off the
floor for a moment, and I wish to be sure
about two things: As the amendment is
drawn, it will not require the producers
of small grain to comply either with an
allotment system or with the acreage
reserve; is that correct?

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Colorado is correct.

Mr., ALLOTT. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Florida has expired.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment identified as “5-17-56—
Ka’

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield for a moment
to me? The distinguished Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] promised to
answer a question I asked a while ago.
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I ask unanimous consent that he be al-
lowed to answer that question at this
time.

Mr. ELLENDER. I intended to say a
few words in respect to the amendment
of the distinguished Senator from
Florida. Will the Senator from Texas
withhold the offering of his amendment?

Mr. DANIEL., Yes. I yield to the
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry with the understand-
ing that I may have the floor after he
completes his discussion on his own time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Louisiana control time
against the amendment?

Mr. ELLENDER., Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself 15
minutes.

As I have stated on the floor of the
Senate on various occasions, I do not
know of any subject which came before
us that required more time and
prompted more delay than the proposed
legislation dealing with corn and the
various small-grain crops. The com-
mittee worked hard and earnestly in
order to place in the bill a provision
which would be acceptable. I believe we
succeeded in that by incorporating in the
bill the language which now appears.

I am a realist. In the light of the
recent vote upon the Williams amend-
ment, I fear that the language which is
now in the Senate bill will in all prob-
ability be deleted and the so-called Hol-
land amendment substituted.

I point out to the Senate that the
House bill provided mandatory supports
for feed grains, which would include oats,
barley, rye, and grain sorghum; but to
qualify for such supports the farmer who
produces small grains would have to
plant only 85 percent of his base acreage.

Because the President, in his veto mes=
sage, directed the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, to support noncompliance corn in
the commercial area, the committee felt
justice required that similar treatment
be accorded the producers of small
grains. So, the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry placed the
small-grain grower in the same category,
as nearly as possible, as the producers
of corn in the commercial area who do
not comply with base acreages. For 1956
they would be entitled to support at the
same percentage of modernized parity
as noncompliance corn, and would not
be subject to acreage requirements.
What we did for 1957 was simply to pro-
vide that in order for a producer of small
grains to obtain price support, as fixed
in this bill, it would be necessary for him
to place in the soil bank an amount equal
to 15 percent of his feed grain base acre-
age. This is the same treatment as is
now accorded corn.

As Senators know, the bill would in-
crease the total base acreage for corn
from 43.3 million fto 51 million acres;
farmers in the commercial corn area can
plant their entire base acreage, and ob-
tain price support at 86.2 percent of
parity, provided, of course, that they
place the equivalent of 15 percent of
their base acreage in the soil bank. Of
course, they could participate in the
acreage reserve, only if the Secretary of
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Agriculture this year placed that pro-
gram, in effect, for corn. p
Since the corn grower is able to get
price support at 86.8 percent of parity,
or $1.50 a bushel on production achieved
on his entire base acreage, we felt that,
in justice to the producers of small
grains, they should have similar treat-
ment, that we should, in a measure, re-
late their price-support program to that -
of corn. That is all the bill does. Since
the corn growers, under the provisions
of the bill as now presented to the Sen-
ate, can plant 100 percent of their corn
base, and get the full 86.2 percent price
support, provided they place the equiv-
alent of 15 percent of their corn base in
the soil bank, I felt, and the majority
of the committee felt, that similar treat-
ment should be accorded to the small-
grain grower. 1

What do we have in the amendment
which we are now considering? The
amendment would strike out the pro-
visions for a feed grain acreage reserve
program; and would take away manda-
tory price supports for feed grains in
1957 unless support is made available
for noncompliance corn. It would re-
tain the price support of small feed
grains at 76 percent of parity in 1956,
which is the equivalent of the price-sup-
port accorded noncompliers in the com-
mercial corn area. It would also retain
in the bill the same price-support level
for corn in the noncommercial area, as
provided in the House bill, which is 8214
percent of the commercial corn level,
but it would make it applicable to 1958
and 1959, as well as 1956 and 1957.
Finally, it provides price support for feed
grains and noncommercial area corn at
nof less than 70 percent of parity in 1957
if in that year corn producers not com-
plying with their acreage limitations are
given price support.

As I stated on several occasions when
H. R. 12 was still before us, it is my con-
sidered judgment that we shall have less
feed grain produced only if acreage is
curtailed—if those who produce feed
grains are required to place a certain per-
centage of their land in the soil bank,
Under the committee amendment dur-
ing 1957, those who produce small grains
would be encouraged to restrict their
plantings. The amendment now pro-
posed would remove dny incentive for
acreage reduction in 1957.

Without acreage controls in 1957, the
cost to the Government for these pro-
grams will be much more than if we said
to the producer of the small grains, “In
order to make yourself eligible for price
support, you have to place in the soil
bank the equivalent of 15 percent of your
base acres.”

We fix in the bill what the base acres
would be, the average of the years 1953,
1954, and 1955.

As I recall the figures, this would mean
an average planting of all the small
grains of about 63 million or 64 million
acres. When, in 1953 and 1954 the ad-
ministration set price support for small
grains at 85 percent of parity, the acre-
age was around 61 or 62 million acres.

Last year, the support price for small
grains was cut back from 85 percent to
70 percent of parity. Under the theory
of flexible price supports, one would con-
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clude that the farmers would plant less
acreage, since the price of the feed grains
was reduced. I say the farmers do not
seem to practice what Mr. Benson
preaches; instead of reducing acreage,
they increased their acreage by some 7
million acres,

What we are doing now is making the
sky the limit for the planting of small
grains all over the country.

With price supports in effect for pro-
ducers of corn in the commercial area,
whether they plant within their allotted
acres or not, we are going to have so
much feed grain produced that I predict
there will not be enough storage facilities
to take care of the vast amounts which
will be placed under law.

Mr. President, as I have said, I am a
realist. I know that since the Williams
amendment was defeated by only 5 or 6
votes, the Holland amendment will prob-
ably be adopted.

However, let us remember that under
the Holland amendment the producers
of small grains will have no incentive to
do other than plant all the acres they
desire and still receive a support price
of 76 percent in 1956 and possibly an
even higher support level in 1957.

I would say that the House of Rep-
resentatives is adamant in its desire to
sustain the provisions now carried in the
House bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 30 minutes available. He
has yielded himself 15 minutes, which
have now expired. Does he desire to
yield himself additional time?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself 5 ad-
ditional minutes,

The adoption of the Holland amend-
ment will place the whole question in
conference, and we may end up with
a conference provision that will permit
excess planting.

Under the provisions of the House
bill—which I prefer—for a grower of a
grain to be able to get price support,
he must plant only 85 percent of his base
acreage. The Senate bill has changed
that to 100 percent, provided the farmer
places the equivalent of 15 percent of
his base acreage in the soil bank,

Mr, President, I have attempted, as
chairman of the committee, to explain
both the House version and the Senate
version of the feed grain provisions, so as
to make the record clear why I believe
that fewer acres will go into the soil
bank under the Senate bill. The House
provisions make it mandatory for at least
15 percent of a farmer’s base acres to go
into the soil bank, and further, that his
total feed grain plantings not exceed 85
percent of his base acreage. Under the
Senate bill he can plant 100 percent of
his base acreage. Under the Holland
amendment, the sky will be the limit as
far as feed grain plantings are concerned.
I predict that next fall or next spring
someone will come to Congress and ask
for more money with which to build
warehouses in order to store the enor-
mous amounts of grain that will be pro-
duced under the Holland amendment.

I am not trying to infer that Senators,
in voting for the amendment, are moti-
vated by selfish reasons. However,
everyone knows that the pouliry produc-
ers are very eager to have cheap feed
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grain, The dairy producers are very
eager, also, to have cheap feed. The
dairy producers, particularly those who
operate in the northeastern part of the
country, are able to protect the prices of
their milk under marketing agreements
and orders. Of course, they want cheap
feed; it means that much more profit to
them.

If the Holland amendment is adopted,
it—together with the Young amendment
that was adopted a few minutes ago,
dumping onto the market 100 million
bushels of wheat—feed grains will be
cheap, and those people will be the bene-
ficiaries of a windfall, wheat that has
cost the Government as much as $2.50 a
bushel will be sold at the price of other
feed grains, or about $1.50 a bushel.

That is what will happen, Mr, Presi-
dent. I have worked with the wheat-
growers, and I want to help them. There
is an International Wheat Agreement by
which much wheat has been disposed
of—I have supported that program.
Here, there is another gadget which has
been proposed by the administration, to
make it possible to dump 100 million
bushels of wheat on the market in com-
petition with corn and other feed grains.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MoN-
RONEY in the chair). The time of the
Senator from Louisiana has expired. He
has 10 minutes remaining which he
can use.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I should
like to call up an amendment for the pur-
pose of offering it as a substitute for the
Holland amendment as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will advise the Senator from Texas
that all time has not been used in oppo-
sition to the amendment which is now
pending. If the Senator from Louisiana
will yield back his remaining 10 min-
utes——

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
vield back the remaining time at my dis-
posal on the Holland amendment. Am I
to understand that I will still have more
time after the distinguished Senator
from Texas offers his amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana will have only
the time allotted on the final passage of
the bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. Will not the Senator
from Texas have 30 minutes on his sub-
stitute amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is what I have
in mind, Mr. President. I yield back the
remaining time available to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas has been recognized.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may explain
my amendment without its being read by
the clerk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to waiving the reading of the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Texas? The Chair hears none. Without
objection, the amendments will be con-
sidered en bloc as a substitute for the
pending amendment of the Senator from
Florida, and the amendments of the Sen-
ator from Texas will be printed in the
RECORD.
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The amendments offered by Mr. DANIEL
for himself and other Senators are as
follows:

On page 3, beginning with line 24, strike
out “other feed grains (corn produced out-
side the commercial corn-producing area,
grain sorghums, barley, rye, and oats).”

On page 4, line 7, after the comma insert
“and for the 1956, 1957, 1958, and 1959 crops
of feed grains (corn produced outside the
commercial corn-producing area, grain sor-
ghums, barley, rye, and oats (also herein-
after referred to as ‘the commodity’) ).”

On page B, lines 4 and 5, strike out “each
year in which an acreage reserve program will
be in effect for corn” and insert in lieu there-
ga;each of the years 1956, 1957, 1968, and

On page 8, lines 14 and 15, strike out “1957
and subsequent years in which an acreage re-
serve program will be in effect for corn,” and
insert in lieu thereof “each of the years 1957,
1958, and 1959.”

Onh page 51, lines 19 to 21, in lieu of the
matter printed in linetype insert the fol-
lowing: “for each of the years 1956 and 1957."

On page 51, lines 21 to 23, strike out the
matter printed in italic.

On page 52, strike out the matter printed
in italic in lines 1 to 6.

On page 52, line 14 strike out the matter
printed in italic.

On page 52, lines 15 and 186, strike out “corn
produced outside the commercial corn-pro=-
ducing area.”

On page 52, line 16, strike out “and oats™
and insert in lieu thereof “oats, and the 1957
crop of corn produced outside the commer=
cial corn-producing area.”

On page 52, line 23, restore the matter
printed in linetype.

On page 53, lines 6 to 186, in lieu of the mat=
ter printed in linetype, insert the following:
“Notwithstanding any other provision hereof,
the Commeodity Credit Corporation shall
make available price support for the 1956
crop of each of the commodities, grain sor-
ghums, barley, rye, and oats at 76 percent of
the parity price for the commodity to any
producer who meets the requirements of eli-
gibllity therefor where (A) such producer
does not meet the additional requirements
for price support prescribed by this subsec-
tion, or (B) there is no acreage reserve pro=
gram in effect for such crop.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I shall
not take anywhere near that much time.
I merely wish to say to the Senate that
my amendment would be more in line
with the provisions written into the bill
as it was passed by the House and sent
to the Senate.

My amendment would establish a price
support for grain sorghums, barley, oats,
and rye at 5 percentage points less than
for corn in the commercial corn-produc-
ing area during each of the years 1956
and 1957, for those farmers who place
15 percent of their base acreage into the
soil bank,

In other words, Mr. President, the
principal feature of this amendment is
what has already been explained by the
Senator from Louisiana, in that it would
require 15 percent of the base acreage
heretofore devoted to those grains to be
placed in the soil bank program and,
thereby, reduce the production of grain.

The amendment changes the commit-
tee bill by making the same provision
applicable to both years instead of only
to 1957, and by requiring an acreage
reserve program for feed grains without
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regard to whether one is made effective
for corn.

In substance, the amendment would
restore the House language with respect
to feed grains except that during 1956
farmers who do not place 15 percent of
their base acreage into the soil bank
would receive 76 percent of parity, the
same as for corn farmers who do not
comply with acreage allotments this
year.

Mr. President, I, too, am a realist and
understand from the vote taken on the
Williams amendment that the attitude
of the Senate, perhaps, is to vote for and
to support the Holland amendment. I
hope, however, that when the bill goes to
conference, the conference committee
will consider trying to work out a pro-
gram affecting small grains which will be
more nearly in accord with the House
provisions; that is, similar to the amend-
ment which I have offered in the nature
of a substitute for the Holland amend-
ment which would provide for an in-
creased percentage of parity this year for
farmers who reduce their base acreage
15 percent. If that is not possible, I trust
provision will, at least, be made for a
reduction of acreage next year and an
increase in the percentage of parity,
which will be an incentive for the grain
farmers to reduce their acreage.

Mr. President, I agree with most of
what the Senator from Louisiana has said
concerning the merits of the Senate com-
mittee version, and, certainly, with what
has been said in the House report con-
cerning the merits of the small-grain
provision contained in the House bill. I
realize that the Senate will probably not
adopt my substitute, but I am offering it
on behalf of myself, the senior Senator
from Texas [Mr. Jounson], the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Cuavezl, and the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KErr], in
order that it may be in the record, so the
conference committee may consider it,
and in the hope that when the bill is
finally passed the provision with refer-
ence to feed grains may be nearer to
what the House has provided.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr., President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Texas
[Mr. DanierLl as a substitute for the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Florida [Mr. HoLLAND], as modified.

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now recurs on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Florida,
as modified.

All time has been used or yielded back,
and the yeas and nays have been ordered.

Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Bennett Byrd

Allott Bible Capehart
Anderson Bricker Case, N. J.
Barrett Bridges Case, S. Dak.
Beall Bush Chavez
Bender Butler Clements
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Cotton Jackson Neely
Curtis Jenner Neuberger
Daniel Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney
Dirksen Johnston, 8. C. Pastore
Douglas Eefauver Payne

Duff Kerr Potter
Dworshak Knowland Purtell
Eastland Kuchel Robertson
Ellender Laird Russell
Ervin Langer Saltonstall
Flanders Lehman Schoeppel
Frear Long Smathers
George Magnuson Smith, Maine
Goldwater Mansfield Smith, N. J.
Green Martin, Jowa  Sparkman
Hayden Martin, Pa. Stennis
Hennings McCarthy Symington
Hickenlooper McClellan Thye

Hill McNamara Watkins
Holland Millikin Wiley
Hruska Monroney Willlams
Humphrey Mundt Wofford
Ives Murray Young

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Horranp] for himself and
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. ATkEN].
The amendment will be stated by the
clerk for the information of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3,
beginning with the word “other” in line
24, it is proposed to strike out down to
and including “oats),” in line 1 on page 4.

On page 8, beginning with line 4, it is
proposed to strike out down to and in-
cluding line 5 on page 10.

On page 12, line 21, it is proposed to
strike out “other feed grains, $175,000,-
000.”

On page 25, beginning with the comma
in line 1, it is proposed to strike out down
to and including “1956" in line 4.

On page 51, beginning with line 19, it
is proposed to strike out down to and in-
cluding line 19 on page 54 and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, (1) the level of price support for the
1956 crop of grain sorghums, barley, rye, and
oats, respectively, shall be 76 percent of the
parity price for the commodity as of April
15, 1956, (2) the level of price support for
corn produced outside the commercial corn-
producing area, for any crop for which base
acreages are in effect (except as provided in
(3) below), shall be 8215 percent of the level
of price support for corn in the commercial
corn-producing area to producers complying
with acreage limitations, and (3) if price
support is made avallable for the 19567 crop
of corn in the commercial corn-producing
area to producers not complying with acre-

age limitations, price support shall be made

available for the 1957 crop of grain sorghums,
barley, rye, oats, and corn produced outside
the commercial corn-producing area, re-
spectively, at a level, not less than 70 percent
of the parity price as of the beginning of the
marketing year, determined by the Secretary
to be fair and reasonable in relation to the
level at which price support 18 made avail-
able for corn in the commercial corn-pro-
ducing area to producers not complying with
acreage limitations, taking into consideration
the normal price relationships between such
commodity and corn in the commercial area,
the feed value of such commodity in relation
to corn, the supply of such commodity in
relation to the demand therefor, the ability
to dispose of stocks of such commodity ac-
quired through price-support programs and
such other factors as he deems pertinent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

yeas and nays having been ordered, the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
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Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Kennepoy], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morse], and the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. Scorrl
are absent on official business.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLericHT] and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. KenneEpy] would each
vote “yea.”

The Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse] is paired with the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Scorrl.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Oregon would vote “yea” and the
Senator from North Carolina would
vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]
and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma-
LONE] are absent on official business.

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WEL=
KER] is necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. CarLson], the Sena-
tor from Nevada [Mr. MaLoNE], and the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WeLKER] would
each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 73,
nays 14, as follows:

YEAS—T3
Alken Green Murray
Allott Hayden Neely
Anderson Hennings Neuberger
Barrett Hickenlooper O'Mahoney
Bender Hill Pastore
Bennett Holland Payne
Bible Hruska Potter
Bricker Ives Purtell
Bridges Jenner Robertson
Bush Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Byrd Kefauver Saltonstall
Capehart Enowland Schoeppel
Case, N. J. Kuchel Smathers
Case, 8, Dak Laird Smith, Maine
Cotton Lehman Smith, N. J.
Curtis Long parkman
Dirksen Magnuson Stennis
Douglas Mansfield Symington
Duft Martin, Towa  Thye
Dworshak Martin, Pa, Watkins
Eastland MecCarthy Wiley
Ervin MecClellan Wofford
Flanders McNamara Young
George Millikin
Goldwater Mundt

NAYS—14
Beall Ellender Eerr
Butler Frear Langer
Chavez Humphrey Monroney
Clements Jackson Willlams
Danlel Johnson, Tex.

NOT VOTING—8

Carlson Eennedy Scott
Fulbright Malone Welker
Gore Morse

So the amendment offered by Mr. HoL=
1aNp for himself and Mr. AIKEN was
agreed to.

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM FOR
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate the amendments of the House
of Representatives to the bill (S. 3073)
to provide for an adequate and economi-
cally sound transportation system or sys-
tems to serve the District of Columbia
and its environs, to create and establish
a public body corporate with powers to
carry out the provisions of this act, and
for other purposes, which were to strike
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out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

Repeal of certain provisions of law 20 as
to permit continuance of operations; effect
of rates
Bection 1. (a) Section 14 of the joint reso-

luction entitled “Joint resolution to author-

ize the merger of street-railway corporations
operating in the District of Columbia, and

for other purposes,” approved January 14,

1933 (47 Stat. 752), as amended (Public Law

389, B4th Cong.), is hereby repealed.

(b) The act entitled “An act to amend the
joint resolution entitled ‘Joint resolution to
authorize the merger of sireet-railway cor-
porations operating in the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes,’ approved Janu-
ary 14, 1933, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved August 14, 1955 (Public Law 389, 84th
Cong.), is hereby repealed, except that the
rates established under such act shall remain
in effect as provided in section 2 (c) of
this act.

Establishment of rates; system rate base;
rate of return; services

Bec. 2. (a) For the purpose of determin-
ing the rates of fare to be charged by the
Capital Transit Co. to passengers within the
District of Columbla, the Public Utilities
Commission of the District of Columbia shall
use the system rate base of such company
comprising its net investment in property,
plant, and equipment as of July 31, 1855,
which is hereby fixed in the amount of $20,-
256,678.76, subject to adjustment for all prep-
erty additions and property retirements sub-
sequent to July 31, 1855, used and useful in
the conduct of public transportation; minus
the net depreciation reserve accrued per
books applicable to property, plant, and
equipment subsequent to July 31, 1855; plus
the sum of $1 million for cash working cap-
ital; plus a reasonable allowance for mate-
rial and supplies. In the determination of
depreciation on that part of the property,
plant, and equipment of the company ac-
quired on or before July 31, 1955, such de-
preciation shall be that computed by and
taken by the Capital Transit Co. on the orig-
inal cost thereof at the rates of depreciation,
established by the Public Utilities Commis-
slon of the District of Columbia, which were
in effect on July 31, 1955.

(b) It is hereby declared as a matter of
legislative determination that a return of
61; percent on the system rate base, as de-
termined in accordance with subsection (a),
is the fair and reasonable return which the
company shall be afforded the opportunity
of earning.

(c) The rates established for the Capital
Transit Co. under the act of August 14, 1855
(Public Law 389, 84th Cong.) on August
21, 1955, shall remain in effect as the sched-
ule of rates for the transportation of pas-
sengers within the District of Columbia by
such company until August 15, 1957, and
shall continue in effect thereafter wuntil
superseded by a schedule of rates which be-
comes effective wunder this subsection.
Whenever cn or after August 6, 1957, the
Capital Transit Co. files with the Public
Utilities Commission of the District of Co-
lumbia a new schedule of rates, such new
schedule shall become effective on the 10th
day after the date of such filing, unless
the Commission prescribes a lesser time
within which such new schedule shall go into
effect, or unless prior to such 10th day the
Commission suspends the operation of such
new schedule. Such suspension shall be for
a period of not to exceed 90 days from the
date such new schedule is filed. If the
Commission suspends such new schedule it
shall immediately give notice of a hearing
upon the matter and, after such hearing and
within such suspension period, shall deter-
mine and by order fix the schedule of rates
to be charged by the Capital Transit Co. If
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the Commission does not enter an order, to
take effect at or prior to the end of the
period of suspension, fixing the schedule of
rates to be charged by the Capital Transit
Co., the suspended schedule filed by the
Capital Transit Co. shall go Into effect at
the end of such period, and the Commission
shall not thereafter issue any order based on
such proceeding.

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of the
Joint resolution entitled “Joint resolution to
authorize the merger of street raillway cor-
porations operating in the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes,” approved
January 14, 1933 (47 Stat. 752), and para-
graph 13 of the unification agreement in-
corporated therein, the Public Utilities Com-
mission of the District of Columbia shall
have the power to fix reasonable charges for,
and rules and regulations concerning, the
issuance by the Capital Transit Co. of trans-
fers between vehicles operated by the com-
pany within the District of Columbia.

{e) The echedule of routes and services
furnished by the Capital Transit Co. for
transportation within the District of Co-
lumbia which is in effect on the effective
date of this section shall remain in effect
until changed in accordance with procedures
and practices of the Public Utilities Com-
mission of the District of Columbia pursuant
to the provisions of section 8 of the act of
March 4, 1913 (37 Stat. 874), as amended.

(f) The provisions of this section shall
supersede section 8 of the act of March 4,
1913 (37 Stat. 974), as amended, the joint
resolution entitled “Joint resolution to au-
thorize the merger of street railway cor-
porations operating in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes,” approved
January 14, 1€33 (47T Stat. 752), as amended,
and any other provision of law, to the extent
of any confllet therewith.

Ezemption from gross receipts tax; con-
tinued ezemption from milecage and cer=-
tain other tazes

Sec. 3. (a) As of June 30, 1856, paragraph
numbered 5 of section 6 of the act entitled
“An act making appropriations to provide
for the expenses of the government of the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1903, and for other purposes",
approved July 1, 1802, as amended (D. C.
Code, sec. 47-1701), is amended by striking
out the third and fourth sentences and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: “Each
gas, electrie-lighting, and telephone compa-
ny shall pay, in addition to the taxes herein
mentioned, the franchise tax imposed by the
District of Columbia Income and Franchize
Tax Act of 1947, and the tax imposed upon
stock in trade of dealers in general merchan-
dise under paragraph numbered 2 of section 6
of said act approved July 1, 1902, as
amended.”

(b) As of June 30, 1956, the first proviso
of subparagraph (b) of paragraph 31 of sec-
tion 7 of the act approved July 1, 1802, as
amended (D. C. Code, sec. 47-2331 (b)), is
amended to read as follows: “Provided, That
the provisions of this subparagraph shall not
apply at any time to any company which was
operating both street rallroad and bus
services in the District of Columbia on July
1, 1966:".

(c) Notwithstanding subsections (a) and
(b) of this section, the Capital Transit Co.
shall continue to be exempt from the fol-
lowing taxes:

(1) The gross sales tax levied under the

~ District of Columbia Sales Tax Act;

(2) The compensating use tax levied un-
der the District of Columbia Use Tax Act;

{(3) The excise tax upon the issuance of
titles to motor vehicles and trallers levied
under subsection (j) of section 6 of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Traffic Act of 1825, as
am;nded (D. C. Code, sec. 40-603 (j) (4));
an

(4) The taxes imposed on tangible per=-
sonal property, to the same extent that the
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Capital Transit Co. is exempt from such taxes
immediately prior to the effective date of
this section under the provisions of the
act of July 1, 1902, as amended.

Motor vehicle fuel tazes

Sec. 4. (a) Except as hereinafter provided,
the Capital Transit Co. shall not, with re-
spect to motor fuel purchased on or after
September 1, 1956, pay any part of the motor
vehicle fuel tax levied under the act entitled
“An act to provide for a tax on motor-vehicle
fuels sold within the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes,” approved April 23,
1924, as amended (D. C. Code, title 47, ch.
19).

(b) As soon as practicable after the 12-
month period ending on August 31, 1957, and
as soon as practicable after the end of each
subsequent 12-month period ending on Au-
gust 31, the Public Utilities Commission of
the District of Columbia shall determine the
company’s net operating income for such 12-
month period and the amount in dollars by
which it exceeds or is less than a 614 percent
rate of return on its system rate base for such
12-month period. In such determination the
Commission shall include as an operating
expense the full amount of the motor-vehicle
fuel tax which would be due but for the pro-
visions of this section on the motor fuel
purchased by the company during the 12-
month period. The Public Utilities Commis-
sion shall certify its determination to the
Commissioners of the Distriet of Columbia
or their designated agent. If the net operat-
ing income so certified by the Public Util-
ities Commission equals or Is more than a
61z percent rate of return on the Capital
Transit Co.'s system rate base, the company
shall be required to pay to such Commis=
sioners, or their designated agent, the full
amount of the motor-vehicle fuel taxes due
on the purchases of motor fuel made by the
company during such 12-month period, If
the net operating income so certified is less
than a 6%, percent rate of return on such
rate base, the company shall pay to such
Commissioners, or their designated agent, in
full satisfaction of metor vehicle fuel tax for
such perled an amount, if any, equal to the
full amount of sald motor-vehicle fuel tax
reduced by the amount necessary, after tak-
ing into consideration the effect of the Dis-
trict of Columbia franchise tax levied upon
corporate income and of Federal income
taxes, to raise the company’s rate of return
on its system rate base to 6% percent for
sald period. Within 30 days after being noti-
fied by the said Commissioners or their desig-
nated agent of the amount of the motor
vehicle fuel tax due under this section, the
Capital Transit Co. shall pay such amount to
the said Commissioners or their designated
agent.

(c¢) If not paid within the period specified
in subsection (b), the motor-vehicle fuel tax
payable under this section and the penalties
thereon may be collected by the Commis-
sloners of the District of Columbia or their
designated agent in the manner provided by
law for the collection of taxes due the Dis-
trict of Columbia on personal property in
force at the time of such collection; and
liens for the motor-vehicle fuel tax payable
under subsection (b) and penalties thereon
may be acquired in the same manner that
liens for personal property taxes are ac-
gquired.

{d) Where the amount of the motor-vehi-
cle fuel tax payable under subsection (b),
or any part of such amount, is not paid on
or before the time specified therein for such
payment, there shall be collected, as part of
the tax, interest upon such unpaid amount
at the rate of one-half of 1 percent per
month or portion of a month.

(e) The Commissioners of the District of
Columbia or their designated agent are
hereby authorized and directed to issue to
the Capital Transit Co. such certificates as
may be necessary to exempt it from paying
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any importer the motor-vehicle fuel tax im-
posed by such act of April 23, 1024, as
amended, or as hereafter amended.

Snow removal

Sec. 5. (a) The Capital Transit Co. ghall
not be charged any part of the expense of
removing, sanding, salting, treating, or han-
dling snow on the streets of the District of
Columbia, except that the Capital Transit
Co. shall sweep the streetcar tracks at its
OWn expense.

(b) The paragraph which begins “Here-
after every street railway company” which
appears under the heading “Streets” in the
act entitled “An act making appropriations
to provide for the expenses of the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1913, and for
other purposes,” approved June 26, 1912
(D. C. Code, sec. 7-614), is hereby repealed.

Conversion to bus operations

Sec, 6. It shall be the duty of the Capital
Transit Co. to initiate and carry out a plan
of gradual conversion of its street railway
operations to bus operations in general con-
formity with the economiec concepts con=-
talned in the report of W. C. Gilman & Co.,
dated September 26, 1855, on file with the
Fublic Utilities Commission of the District
of Columbia.

Evidences of indebtedness

Sec. 7. Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph 6 of the unification agreement
incorporated in the joint resolution entitled
*“Joint resolution to authorize the merger of
street railway corporations operating in the
District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses,” approved January 14, 1933 (47 Stat.
752), as amended, evidences of indebtedness
of the Capital Transit Co. payable within
1 year or less shall not require approval of
the Public Utllitles Commission of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Notification of acceptance by the Capital
Transit Co.; effective date of the joregoing
provisions
Sec. 8. (a) The preceding sections of this

act shall not become effective unless prior to

August 14, 1956, the Capital Transit Co., after

taking such action as may be appropriate

under its charter and bylaws, has notified
the Public Utilities Commission of the Dis-
triet of Columbia in writing that it will con-
tinue to engage in the transportation of
passengers within the District of Columbia
after August 14, 1956, under its franchise
as previously granted and as modified by
the provisions of this act.

(b) Subject to subsection (a), the pre-
ceding sections of this act shall take effect

on August 14, 1956.

And to amend the title so as to read:
*A bill to make provisions for continued
operation by the Capital Transit Co.
after August 14, 1956, under a revised
franchise, and for other purposes.”

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate disagree to the amend-
ments of the House, ask for a conference
with the House thereon, and that the
Chair appoint the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. McNa-
MARA, Mr. Morsg, Mr. BisLE, Mr. BELL,
and Mr. Cask of New Jersey conferees on
the part of the Senate.

THE TRANSIT SITUATION IN THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, cer=

tain developments have plunged the Dis-

trict of Columbia transit situation into

even greater gloom than it has been for
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the past year. A conference committee
now will have the task of compromising
two diametrically opposed views.

The only conclusion I can reach is
that the Capital Transit crowd is deter=
mined to create so much confusion that
it will win back its disreputable franchise
by default. One move in this direction
was the timing of a so-called proposal
by one part of the Capital Transit gang
to buy out the other. The nef result
would be the same poor service to the
customers.

I will not go so far as to say this offer
was a phony. But I believe it was made
with $3 bills, and I do not have much
faith in the value of $3 bills. The people
of Washington do not, either. All they
want is a good transit system, and they
will not get it under the Capital Transit
gang, no matter what smokescreen is
raised.

MTr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that three editorials on the transit mat-
ter from the Washington Post anc Times
Herald be printed in the REcorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post and Times
Herald of May 16, 1966]
IssuE BEFORE THE HOUSE

Daniel W. Bell's letter to Chairman HaRRIS,
of the House Commerce Subcommittee, once
more revives hope of continued private op-
eration of Washington’s transit system. As
president of the American Security & Trust
Co., Mr. Bell is a man of substantial influ-
ence in the community. His proposal that
Capital Transit be reorganized, that the
Wolfson stock be purchased by local interests
at a reasonable price, that the company’s
franchise be restored, and that it continue
to provide transit service under local private
management will have a strong appeal to
many groups. Much experience in recent
months, however, has emphasized the vast
gulf that separates hopes and plans from ac-
tual achievements in this sphere.

The unfortunate thing about Mr., Bell's
plan is that 1t is so tardy and that it is vague
on a number of essential questions such as
the purchase price. Despairing of continued
private operation of an acceptable transit
system here, the Senate recently passed a
bill to create a public transit authority. The
House is scheduled to vote today on a meas-
ure to restore the Capital Transit franchise
and set up a new regulatory system, It is
obvious from his letter that Mr. Bell in-
tended to bolster the flagging support for
that bill or something similar to it. Yet
Members of Congress cannot intelligently
base their votes on a plan to which many
directly interested groups are not yet coms-
mitted.

On several occasions action on the publie
authority bill has been postponed by last-
minute efforts to find a private operator.
In each case the results were disappointing.
As a result of this experience, the Senate
modified its bill so as to create an interim
public authority which would continue the
search for a private operator while tem-
porarily providing transit service after the
expiration of the Capital Transit franchise
in August. This bill has the great advan-
tage of backing up the search for a private
operator with authority for public operation
if necessary. We cannot help thinking that
the Bell plan is more compatible with the
Senate bill than with the House bill coming
up for action today.

The worst vice of the House bill 1s its tend-
ency to undermine utility regulation in the
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District. It would give Capital Transit a
special standing before the Public Utilities
Commission. It would freeze the rate base
and the rate of return and enable the com-
pany to frustrate efforts of the PUC to con-
trol transit rates in the public interest. Res
gardless of who owns Capital Transit, Con-
gress should not thus destroy effective tran-
sit regulation. In fairness, it could not do
s0 without giving similar privileges to other
utilities, thus heading back toward the grave
abuses of 50 years ago.

Congress could reasonably relieve a reor=
ganized transit company of the gross receipts
tax, but other features of the existing House
bill would not be acceptable to the Senate,
the District Commissioners, or, in all prob-
ability, the White House. Consequently,
passage of the bill in its present form would
serve only to delay an ultimate solution.
Even if a restoration bill were desirable and
could be passed in acceptable form, the com-
pany could scarcely be reorganized in time
to take over service by August 14. BSeveral
wecks will be required to finish legislative
action, then 45 to 60 days would be required
to get permission from the stockholders. No
margin of time would be left to handle the
many detalls that such transactlons always
involve.

In our opinion, the Bell proposal should
encourage the House to abandon the so-
called restoration bill and accept the meas-
ure already passed by the Senate. This
would give an ample opportunity for Mr. Bell
and his associates to work out the details of
their plan and at the same time permit the
proposed interim authority to provide trans-
portation if necessary until a new private
system is ready to operate.

[From the Washington Post and Times Her-
ald of May 17, 1956]

THE WoLFsoN BILL

As debate on the Capital Transit restora-
tion bill began in the House yesterday, it
became increasingly clear that the measure
offers no solution of Washington's transit
dilemma. The whole purpose of the bill
is to keep Capital Transit in operation and
to give it assurance of highly preferential
treatment as a public utility. Undoubtedly
the bill has gained strength since Danlel
'W. Bell, president of the American Security
& Trust Co., advanced & plan to buy the
Wolfson interest in the company. But the
Bell plan has not disposed of the basic issues.

We begin with the assumption that the
city would like to have a well-regulated but
privately operated transit system freed from
the control of Louls E. Wolfson, But we do
not believe that the House bill would pro=-
duce this result. In the first place, it is
tallor-made for the continuation of the Wolf-
son management. Actually it is the transit
company bill with some modifications. If a
new private management is to take over, very
different legislation should be passed.

In the second place, there is no real pros-
pect that this legislation could become law.
One effect of the bill would be to undercut
utility regulation in the District. We do not
believe for a moment that this would be
acceptable to the Senate, the President, the
people of the District, or for that matter, to
the people of the country. Congressmen de-
lude themselves if they think that they can
vote to hamstring regulation in the District
and not have that public disservice jump out
at them in their own constituencies. From
the national as well as the local point of
view, this bill is so bad that it must not be
enacted whether or not Mr. Wolfson remains
in the picture.

If time were not of the essence, the House
might begin afresh and write a new bill to
encourage the Bell proposal. Unfortunately,
however, further delay would plunge the
Capital into another transportation ecrisis
in August. Congress should not for a
moment contemplate adjournment for the
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political season without having settled this
problem or having given the local authori-
ties the power to do so. "

One other factor must be carefully
weighed. If Capital Transit should be con-
tinued as a going concern, the community
would lose the notable advantage of start-
ing afresh with an all-bus system. Private
buyers would presumably find it necessary
to take over all Capital Transit equipment
along with its obligations—including the
obligation to repave the streets when the
streetcar rails are removed. The cost to the
city that would result from continuation
of the present system is estimated as high
as $17 milllon. Probably this is excessive,
but the economic advantages of taking only
that portion of Capital Transit equipment
which would fit into a modernized system
would certainly be substantial,

The city might be willing to forego these
possible economies if there were at hand
some practical means to assure the reorgan-
ization of Capital Transit and to avoid
scuttling the regulatory system. But in the
absence of some feasible plan for that pur-
pose, the public interest points strongly in
the direction of the Senate bill. Although
that measure would set up an interim pub-
lic authority, it would also be an invitation
to private capital to take over the new
system to be created by the authority. In
our opinion, a group of Washington citi-
zens could pick up from the interim
authority with much better chances for
success than if they absorbed all the liabil-
ities of the existing transit company. Per-
haps Mr. Bell, who we are sure has the com-
munity interest at heart, could revise his
plans so as to make them conditional on
the granting of a new franchise.

In any event, the approaching emergency
must be met, and the only feasible means
of meeting it seems to be enactment of the
bill already passed by the Senate.

[From the Washington Post and Times
Herald of May 18, 1956]
PoLES APART ON TRANSIT

Passage of the Capital Transit restoration
bill by the House throws a heavy burden
on the conference committee which will
try to reconcile this backward-looking meas-
ure with the Senate bill for a public author-
ity. Obviously no compromise between the
two measures is possible in the ordinary sense
of the word. You can't mix public and pri-
vate operation in the same system. Yet some
type of legislation will have to be forth-
coming. Congress could not simply let
these conflicting measures die because of
the great difficulty of reconciling them.

Two courses appear open to the conferees.
They could agree to the Senate bill with
some modifications. This would be justified
by the offensive nature of the bill passed by
the House and by the 161-to-172 vote on the
motion to send the bill back to committee.
The strong vote for recommittal shows the
repugnance felt by many Members of the
House for an abject surrender to the Woll-
son interests as contemplated in the meas-
ure that finally passed. In addition to re-
storing the Capital Transit franchise which
Congress revoked for compelling reason last
August, the bill would lift the company vir-
tually out of the regulatory orbit of the
Public Utilities Commission. The Senate
bill, by contrast, would enable local officials
to meet the coming emergency through an
interim authority, which could be supplanted
by a private operator if one could be found.
It offers a workable plan for both the imme-
diate need and the long-range future.

The alternative course would be to amend
the House bill drastically so as to restore
normal regulation of the transit system and
permit a restoration of the franchise contin-
gent upon reorganization of the company.
This would be, of course, a bid for Daniel W.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Bell to go ahead with his plan under which
local investors would buy out the Wolfson
interests. The trouble with this alternative
is that it would carry no assurance that the
Bell plan would be pushed to fruition and
accepted by the stockholders. If the con-
ference committee should turn te this course,
therefore, it should certainly make allow-
ance for the District Commissioners to meet
any emergency that might arise through
failure of the reorganization plan.

This really points back to the interim
authority of the Senate bill. How can a crisis
for the city be avoided without some such
agency to step into the breach while a new
transit system is taking shape? Legislators
on both sides of the controversy should be
able to see this pressing aspect of the prob-
lem and to make certain that it is met in
any compromise that may be effected.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1956

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 10875) to enact the
Agricultural Act of 19586.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment, identified as
“5-17-56-1.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Frear in the chair).
will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 42,
lines 18 and 19, it is proposed to strike
out the words ““ and the provisions of sec-
tion 344.”

On line 23, after the figure “1956”, it
is proposed to strike out the comma, in-
sert a period, and to strike out the rest
of the paragraph.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

I yield to the junior Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Stennis] such time as
he may desire.

Mr. SEENNIS. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the Senator's yielding to me.
I asked him to yield for the purpose of
offering a substitute to his amendment.
The Senator from New Mexico offered
an amendment striking out——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the offering by the Senator
from Mississippi of a substitute for the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Mexico? The Chair hears none.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
New Mexico offered an amendment with
reference to certain features of cotton
acreage. For myself and on behalf of
my colleague [Mr, Eastranp], I offer as
a substitute for his amendment an
amendment which will not change the
history of cotton acreage of any State.
It will not take from any State any acre-
age in either of the years 1957 or 1958,
to which these amendments both apply.
It merely provides that the cotton acre-
age reduction within any State shall not
exceed 1 percent for either the year 1957
or 1958. There will be certain reduc-
tions that will apply——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will ask the Senator from Missis-
sippi if the amendment has been stated.

Mr. STENNIS. It has not been read.
I ask that it be read, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment of the
Senator from Mississippi, which has
been offered for himself and the senior
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND]
as a substitute for the amendment of the
Senator from New Mexico.

(Mr,
The amendment
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. If is proposed
to strike out the matter printed in italics
in lines 19 and 20, page 42; and in lieu
of the matter printed in italics in lines
23 and 24 on page 42, and lines 1 and 2
on page 43, insert the following:

Provided, That 1f the acreage allotment
for any State for 1857 or 1958 is less than
its allotment for the preceding year by more
than 1 percent, such State allotment shall
be Increased so that the reduction shall
not exceed 1 percent per annum, and the
acreage required for such increase shall be
in addition to the national acreage allot-
ment for such year. Additional acreage ap-
portioned to a State for 1957 or 1958 under
the foregoing proviso shall not be taken into
acco;mt in establishing future State allot-
ments.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, con-
tinuing, very briefly, with the explana-
tion, I wish to say the only effect of the
amendment is to provide that in the ap-
plication of the distribution of the na-
tional acreage to each State for the years
1957 and 1958, no State shall lose over 1
percent of its State acreage. That means
there will necessarily be some small in-
crease in the total amount of acres, na-
tionally. But for the 2 years added to-
gether, in round numbers it will not be
over 1 percent of the national acreage,
which was the 1 percent discussed and
more or less agreed on this year in the
course of the debate on the preceding
farm bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Mississippi
yield to me?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. How many
acres will be involved over this period, in
the 1 percent?

Mr. STENNIS. In round numbers,
175,000 each year, or 350,000 for the 2
years. But when the amounts for the 2
years are added together, by no means
will the amount exceed 1 percent for
each year.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield to me?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. The figure the
Senator from Mississippi used was 175,-
000 acres. Actually, some of that acreage
is acreage these States would normally
gain.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. ANDERSON. The net amount of
acreage which might be added is approx-
imately 100,000 the first year and possi-
bly 50,000 or 70,000 the second year.

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi permit me
to assure the Senate that the States of
Texas, Arizona, California, and New
Mexico would not lose any of the acreage
they normally would gain or earn under
the present law.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
New Mexico has correctly stated the
situation, and that is clearly the language
of the amendment, namely, those States
would not lose any of the acreage they
would normally gain under present law.

Mr. ANDERSON. And the second
aspect is that certain other States would

I thank the
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not be cut more than 1 percent; but the
difference between what they are to be
cut and what they would have been
cut without the amendment would not be
used in establishing history.

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct; no
history would be affected by adoption of
this amendment.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator from
Mississippi yield to me?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I have talked over this
matter with the Senator from Missis-
sippi, the Senator from New Mexico, and
some of the other Senators who are in-
terested in it. In the committee, I sub-
mitted an amendment calling for a
freeze of acreage in 1956, 1957, and 1958,
At this time I am ready to agree to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from South Carolina, and I thank him
for his work on this very important sub-
ject matter.

I also thank the Senator from New
Mexico for his attitude toward this sub-
stitute amendment,

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield fur-
ther to me?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. When the Senator
has used up the time available to him,
I shall be glad to yield back the re-
mainder of the time available to me, if
either the majority leader or the minor-
ity leader—whichever one has control of
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the time—is willing to yield back the
remainder of the time under his control.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, I
am prepared to yield back the remainder
of the time under my control.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield to me?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. BIBLE. As the Senator from Mis-
sissippi knows, the State of Nevada has
been vitally interested in the apportion-
ment of 1,000 additional acres for cotton
in the State of Nevada. Is there any-
thing in the amendment which in any
way would affect that particular appor-
tionment?

Mr. STENNIS. No; this amendment
would not affect the situation in Nevada
in reference to its acreage.

Mr. BIBLE. I thank the Senator from
Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am
ready to yield back the remainder of my
time, if the remainder of the time under
the control of the other side is also
yielded back.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield fur-
ther to me?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the body of the Recorp, a table showing
the effect of this amendment, so there
may be no misunderstanding as to how
it will work out.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Estimated acres gained or lost in 1957 resulling from the proposed acreage amendments by

States
e
Acres gained
Acres gained Acres gained
Estimated or lgst re- st?llii]r(;:trﬁm in 1957 by Percent
"t ' Estimated | sulting from AmBnament operation of change in
iy O(I;:_lugms acres saved freeze of thaf.'no State 1 percent acreage allot-
hs?tYIi ¥ by holding | State allot- lost more | mendment | ment in 1857
State ti"m{'gu‘:ﬁ‘ Stateacreage | ment com- | o TIC | compared retaining
a o 195}) at 1056 level gnrad with cent in 1957 with 1856 | 1656 nullonu]
]mcnl for 1957 for 1957 “floor under compiroed allotment acreage
PVELEN national al- | SOEPIERE | (17,301,804 | allotment
lotment allotment acres)
AIRBAIR. 88,613 --119, 638 431,025 =10, 251 20,774 =3.08
rh 124, 420 153, 090 -+28, 679 ~14, 245 14, 434 +5.11
Arizona 32,195 +14, 645 =17, 550 417, 550 None =201
Californis.. - -caoil oo oacl 72,152 45,111 =27,041 +27,041 None +3.48
IOTIdR: - = o o e 3, -2, 863 —475 —475 Nons ~+1.28
i 78, 814 -7, 852 19, 038 -9, 032 10, 006 -2.11
LTSS RRe B PR RUNE Sn ) | RS e S e en e o A e o B Db
Kansas._ ... SRS REEARCG Y = vl Moneocsmceas =l
Kentucky- - -8 4288 —78 210 =3.60
Louislana... 53, 181 67, 456 14,275 -6, 100 8,166 —2.54
187, 801 45, 146 —16, 466 28, 630 -2.74
<36, 863 +3,474 —3,474 None - 92
12, 005 —i4, 376 <4, 375 None +2.44
54, T80 =13, 882 —4,839 0, 043 —2.87
=00, 219 16, 206 =8, 456 17,840 -=1.93
-+76, 709 =13, 150 =7, 262 5, 888 -1.81
—+52, 605 —+2, 610 =2, 610 None —. 46
~-533, 868 -139,117 139, 117 2 None ~1.88
+32,158 +0695 =171 —4.06

121,000 acres in 1058,
36, 251 acres in 10568,

Nore.—Estimates based on 10,000,000 bale marketing quota for 1857,

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President,Iam
prepared to yield back the remainder of
my time.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am prepared to yield back the remainder
of the time under my control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the sub-
stitute offered by the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr, Stennis] for himself and
his colleague [Mr. Eastianpl to the
amendment of the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Anperson]. [Putting the
question.] :

The amendment fo the amendment
was agreed to.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from New
Mexico, as amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am submitting three amendments
at the request of the State Department
and the administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from New Jersey wish to
have his amendments stated?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, the first amendment I call up is
identified as “5-15-56-F.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment submitted by the Senator
from New Jersey will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 33, be-
ginning with line 3, it is proposed to
strike out down to and including line 4,
on page 34.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dfnt' I yield myself not to exceed 10 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Jersey is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr, Presi-
dent, this amendment would strike from
the bill the so-called Eastland amend-
ment. Inasmuch as I am a member of
the Foreign Relations Committee, I have
been requested by the State Department
to present the position of the State De-
partment on the Eastland amendment,
from the standpoint of possible interna-
tional complications.

To clarify the matter, I desire to read
to the Senate the position of the State
Department, as evidenced by a memo-
randum sent by the Secretary of State
to the President, at the White House, and
approved by the President. The subject
of the memorandum is “Section 203 of
H.R.10875.”

The memorandum reads as follows:

This section, if enacted Into law, could
seriously injure the economies of Mexico,
Brazil, Turkey, Pakistan, Peru, Egypt, and
other countries, and hence would jeopardize
our relatlons with them.

Sectlon 203 would require the sale of up-
land cotton in world markets at prices no
higher than those offered by other exporting
countries for comparable quality. In no
event could prices be higher than they had
been under the 1-million bale program com-
pleted earlier this year.

The stated objective is to regain a falr
share of the worid cotton market. The re-
sult, however, would almost surely be a
progressive and severe decline in world prices
for cotton. Other exporting countries are
unable to hold stocks. They would be
obliged to dispose of their current produe-
tion at almost any price. The United States
would be required by law to follow prl.ces
downward.

The U. 8. 8. R. exports only a small amount
of cotton which ordinarily does not affect
world market prices. Section 203, however,
would create a situation in which the U. 8.
8. R. could determine the world price. Small
lots of Russian cotton sold at price reduc-
tions in Liverpool, for example, could force
the United States to meet the Russlan prices.

Mr, President, I may add parenthet-
ically that recently Russia has acquired
a great deal more cotton from Egypt
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through barter for arms supplied to
Egypt. The memorandum continues:

Other countries perforce would have to
follow the United States lead. Thus the
cotton-exporting countries of the free world
would be at the mercy of the Communists.
Their resentment, however, with consider-
able logie, could be directed toward the
United States policy of meeting every reduc-
tion in price, as specified in the proposed
bill.

Any attempt by other countries to escape
the downward gpiral by resorting to bilateral
agreements, conducted without regard to
market prices, would set back our hopes
for a multilateral trading system—the only
system which offers increasing opportunities
for private trade and the exporting of a
wide range of United States products.

This section would make the prices under
the 1-million bale program a ceiling, even
though substantial gquantities of United
States cotton are already being sold for
export on a bid basis at considerably higher
prices under the present program. Some
224,000 bales have been sold on bids received
last week at prices several cents per pound
higher than the ceiling which this section
would arbitrarily impose.

In view of the circumstances I have out-
lined above, the Department of State has
no other recourse than to protest vigorously
against section 203.

I submit the memorandum as a state-
ment from the Department of State,
from the standpoint of our foreign policy.

My amendment would strike out sec-
tion 203 on page 33 of the bill, from line
4 down through line 4 on page 34. This
provision is known as the Eastland
amendment.

On this question I have been re-
quested to ask for the yeas and nays.
Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr, KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum is suggested.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
withdraw the suggestion of the absence
of a quorum, and ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the
Senator from New Jersey completed his
statement?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I have
completed my statement on this matter.
I am glad to present it as the position
of the administration, which I have
checked carefully with the White House
and the Sscretary of State.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, this
amendment would strike out section 203
of the bill, which provides for an export
sales program for cotton and requires
the Secretary to sell sufficient cotton at
world prices to restore the United States
historical share of the world cotton mar-
ket. For the marketing year beginning
this August this section would require
cotton to be offered at prices not in ex-
cess of the minimum prices for which
cotton was sold under the export pro-
gram announced August 12, 1955. The
minimum sale price under the program,
basis Middling fifteen-sixteenths of an
inch at ports, was 25.50 cents a pound.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
this point an excerpt from page 7 of the
report of the committee.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Export sales program for upland cotton
(sec. 203): This section directs Commodity
Credit Corporation to use its existing powers
and authorities immediately upon enactment
of the act to offer its cotton for sale at prices
not in excess of prices at which other ex-
porting countries are offering comparable
qualities of cotton. It further provides that
during the marketing year beginning August
1, 1956, Commodity Credit Corporation shall
offer cotton for sale for export at prices not
in excess of the minimum prices accepted
under the special cotton-export program an-
nounced on August 12, 1855. The special
cotton-export program provided for the sale
of not more than 1 million bales of cotton
having a staple length of fifteen-sixteenths
of an inch and shorter. The first offers were
opened on January 3, 1956, and the sale of the
1 million bales was completed with offers
opened on February 28, 1956. The minimum
sale price, basis Middling fifteen-sixteenths
of an inch at ports, was 25.50 cents per
pound. Minimum acceptable prices for other
qualities were also determined on a port
basis and by using the premiums and dis-
counts prevailing in the 14 designated spot
markets, as follows:

Offers opened January 3:
through November 19565.

Offers opened January 10, 17, 24, and 31:
August 1955 through December 1955.

Offers opened February 7, 14, 21, and 28:
August 1965 through January 1956.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, sec-
tion 203, under the heading “Export
sales program for cotton,” was offered in
the committee by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. EasTLanp]. I
now yield him 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Mississippi is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
have listened with amazement to the
brief filed by the State Department. I
have always known that it was an agency
whose purpose it was to give away our
country. The statement it has filed to-
day is conclusive proof.

The State Department begins by say-
ing that this provision would cause a
price war and would result in a drastic
decline in world cotton prices. That is
the first point that is raised.

Recently, in a conference with the
Secretary of Agriculture, at which a
number of Senators were present, the
Secretary of Agriculture stated that his
limited one-million-bale export pro-
gram, similar to the program proposed
in the bill, and which was in force in
January and February, had actually sta-
bilized world cotton prices. Anyone who
knows anything about merchandising
must be aware that the one way to pre-
vent a price war is to tell foreign cotton
producers, “We are going to meet your
price.” We started the 1l-million-bale
program the first of January, and the
facts show that at its completion cotton
prices were higher than they were when
we started the program.

The statement is made that Russia
could ship a limited amount of cofton
into the export market, that the United
States would be bound to follow a small

August 1955
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downward sale, and that Russia could
therefore undermine the economies of
friendly countries.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield to me?

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON., I wonder if the
Senator from Mississippi would be will-
ing to agree to a slight modification in
the language of section 203, to take care
of the criticism which has been made. I
personally feel that there may be some-
thing to the suggestion of the State De-
partment. I read from page 33, line 10:
“to make cotton available at prices not
in excess of the prices at which cottons
of comparable qualities are being offered
by other exporting countries.”

If we were to add two qualifying
phrases, I think we could dispose of the
State Department’s eriticism with refer-
ence to the Russian situation. I wonder
if the Senator from Mississippi would be
willing to add, at the end of line 10, the
words “level of”, and in line 12 on page
33, after the word “offered” to insert the
words “in substantial quantities.”

With those changes, I think the provi-
sion would be satisfactory. It would
encourage the export of cotton by offer-
ing to make the cotton available at prices
not in excess of the level of prices at
which cotton of comparable qualities is
being offered by other exporting coun-
tries—not isolated prices, but the general
level of prices.

Mr. EASTLAND. That was the inten-
tion all along, and that is stated in the
declaration of intent filed in support of
the provision.

Mr. ANDEREON. If the words “in
substantial quantities” were added, a
smell item or a piecemeal bid could not
upset the entire transaction.

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. I have an amend-
ment which I had intended to propose
later. If the Senator from Mississippi
will agree to the amendment which I
have suggested, that will obviate the
necessity of my offering my amendment.

Mr., SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, what was the second change sug-
gested.

Mr. ANDERSON. On page 33, line 12,
after the word “offered”, to insert the
words “in substantial quantities.”

Mr. President, inasmuch as the yeas
and nays have been ordered on the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. SmitH}, what I have in
mind may not be in order. However, I
ask unanimous consent that section 203
on page 33 may be amended as I have
suggested.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New Mexico? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield.

Mr, AIKEN. Am I to understand that
unanimous consent has been given to
amend certain language in the bill in ac-
cordance with the suggestions made by
the Senator from New Mexico? )

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator is cor=-
rect.
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Mr. AIKEN. Was unanimous consent
given?
Yes;

Mr. ANDERSON.
consent was given.

Mr. President, the third and last sug-
gestion I have is this: The Commodity
Credit Corporation ought not to be com-
pelled to"accept bids in excess of these
prices unless they have accepted all the
bids at lower prices.

I should like to suggest an amendment
on page 33, line 19, after the numerals
“1955", to insert the following:

The Commodity Credit Corporation may
accept bids in excess of the maximum prices

ed herein if it accepts all bids re-
celved at such maximum prices.

In other words, I do not want the
Commodity Credit Corporation to be
favoring anyone. At one time we had a
rather extensive experience in the han-
dling of cotton. We have not moved as
much of it since as we moved at that
time, but we moved more than 7% mil-
lion bales of surplus cotton in about 14
months. We had the services of a com-
petent group of cotton exporting firms,
and they had to follow a practice such
as is outlined here.

I submit this language ‘to the Senator
from Mississippi and ask him if he sees
any objection to it.

Mr. EASTLAND. I am familiar with
the language, and it is acceptable to me.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, notwithstand-
ing the fact that the yeas and nays have
been ordered on the amendment offered
by the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Smrre], the language on page 33, line 19,
may be amended in the manner I have
suggested.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object—and I shall
not object—may we have the full lan-
guage read by the clerk?

Mr. ANDERSON. Probably I have
been proceeding out of order.

Mr. ENOWLAND. No. I think this
procedure is entirely in order, but in or-
der that the Senate may be fully in-
formed as to the amendment, I ask that
the language, as amended, be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the language as amended.

The Caier CLERK. On page 33, line 19,
after the figures “1955”, it is proposed to
insert a new sentence, as follows:

The Commodity Credit Corporation may
accept bids in excess of the maximum prices

specified herein if it accepts all bids received
at such maximum prices.

Mr. ANDERSON. I ask unanimous
consent that, notwithstanding the fact
that the yeas and nays have been or-
dered on the amendment offered by the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SmiTH],
the language of the original bill may be
amended to include the language just
read by the clerk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment to the bill, of-
fered by the Senator from New Mexico,
is agreed to.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, that
language meets every objection that has
been leveled at this provision. The
charge has been made that the bill places
8 ceiling on the price at which eotton
can be sold. That criticism is eliminated

unanimous
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by the amendment. I should like to call
attention to the fact that under the mil-
lion-bale program there was fixed a price
of 2515 cents a pound. Nevertheless, a
great part of that cotton moved at 28.2
cents a pound. Last week, under the
27-cent floor a great deal of cotton
moved at 29.23 cents a pound.

The reason for that is that American
cotton is the only farm product which is
not priced competitively by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation.

There is no reason in the world why
that situation should exist, and why a
great segment of our agricultural pro-
duction should not be priced at com-
petitive prices.

There are 4 or 5 international cotton
houses, with millions of dollars invested
in Latin America, and I am ashamed to
say that they have entirely too much in-
fluence with our State Department.
Their whole purpose is to protect their
investments.

I do not believe it is too much to ask
that the American cotton farmer be per-
mitted to sell on a competitive basis. I
do not believe it is too much to ask that
the Commodity Credit Corporation's
stocks be priced competitively so as to
enable us to retain a fair share of our
export business.

The bill provides that only enough cot-
ton shall be sold to reestablish the his-
toric share of the American export cot-
ton market for the American farmer in
an amount to be determined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

The Secretary of Agriculture has al-
ready determined, in his press confer-
ence, when he announced the program,
that 5 million bales of cotton is our his-
toric share of the market.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. EASTLAND. Iyield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I wish to say that
there will naturally be a good deal of
criticism of the Secretary of Agriculture
if he does not move the cotton. I am
firmly persuaded that Secretary Ben-
son—and I am perfectly willing to put
this on any record—desires to move the
surplus cotton. I have participated in at
least two conferences with him on this
subject, and I believe that Secretary Ben-
son, given a reasonable chance to do so,
will be able to move the cotton.

I say very frankly that the reason why
a former Secretary of Agriculture was
able to move cotton very quickly was that
he had the advantage of a war trading
act, which permitted competitive prices
in the world market. There was no great
genius involved in it. He merely had the
advantage of being permitted to sell the
cotton.

The language we are considering now
would instruct the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to move the cotton on a competi-
tive basis.

Secretary Benson made the announce-
ment that he thought he could move 5
million bales. I, for one, am very anx-
ious to permit him to move the 5 million
bales. If he does not move them, per-
haps I shall feel free to criticize him. In
the meantime, although I am on the op-
posite side of the political fence from
him, I do not intend to criticize him for
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not moving cotton when his hands are
firmly tied under the law.

He was up against a good deal of oppo-
sition on the 1 million bale experimental
program. He moved those million bales
satisfactorily, and he did it without dis-
turbing the world market. I think that
fact ought to be put in the RECORD.

Now he has asked for permission to
move 5 million bales of cotton, and I be-
lieve he ought to be given the chance
to move them.

I have tried to clarify the language a
little, so that the law will make it a little
easier for the Secretary of Agriculture
to do it. I believe the Secretary of Agri-
culture is entitled to have that oppor-
tunity. It is hardly just to criticize the
Department of Agriculture for accumu-
lating agricultural products when it can-
not move them. When I was in the De-
partment, I was subjected to page after
page of criticism for not moving pota-
toes, when the law would not allow me to
do so. From that day on, I have been
very sympathetic with anyone in that job
who is asked to move a product when he
cannot do so under the law. I believe
the language we are proposing will per-
mit the Secretary to move the cotton,
Certainly I am in favor of giving him a
chance to try to do so.

Mr. EASTLAND. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnDERsON]. He made a very great rec-
ord as Secretary of Agriculture. I be-
lieve that Secretary Benson is anxious to
move these surpluses, but I believe he is
stymied by the State Department.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, EASTLAND. I yield.

Mr. ATEEN. I am asking the Senator
from Mississippi to yield because the
matter under discussion——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Mississippi has ex-
pired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 5 additional
minutes to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I am ask-
ing the Senator to yield because I wish
to make my own position clear on this
subject, and I wish to have it plainly
understood that my position is not that
of the State Department or of the De-
partment of Agriculture or of the admin-
istration. I could not have supported the
provision now in the bill, which was put
in at the suggestion of the Senator from
Mississippi. With the amendments sug-
gested by the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AxpErson], I understand that the
wording now does not require the Secre-
tary to sell cotton in the foreign market
at any price which may be offered, but
only to compete with those areas of the
world which offer cotton in substantial
quantities, as determined by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture.

Those quantities may be 50,000 bales
or 100,000 bales, or a million bales; how-
ever, in no case would they be likely to
be 20 bales or 50 bales. Is that correct?
4 Mr. EASTLAND. Substantial quanti=-

es.

Mr, AIKEN. They must be substan-
tial quantities. }

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct.

Mr. ATKEN. I understand that the
language in the bill as it now reads pro-
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vides that the Secretary may accept all
the bids he can get above the maximum
level which has been set, so long as he
accepts all the maximum bids. In other
words, if the maximum is set at 25.5
cents he may accept bids at 28.5 cents,
provided he accepts all such bids. Is
that correct?

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes; and he has
been doing that,

Mr. ATKEN. As I understand, too, he
is not required to compete in the market
with the lowest price which may be of-
fered by producers in any foreign coun-
try, but he is required to compete with
the general level of the prices in the
world market. Is that correct?

Mr. EASTLAND. Of course, if there
is an isolated sale of a small amount of
cotton, that would not set the market.
The bill provides “at prices not in excess
of the level of prices at which cottons of
comparable qualities are being offered in
substantial quantities by other exporting
countries.”

Mr. AIKEN. I also understand the
Secretary is directed to recover only the
Nation’s traditional share of the world
market, and that the Secretary will de-
termine what that is, whether it be 414
million or 5 million bales.

Mr. EASTLAND. He has already de-
termined that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Mississippi has
expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 additional
minutes to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp at this point an explanation
of the legislative intent of section 203 of
House bill 10875.

There being no objection, the explana-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrp, as follows:

EXPLANATION OF LEGISLATIVE INTENT OF
Section 203 or H. R. 10875

Section 203 contalns three general intents.
For this reason, this explanation of legisla-
tive intent is divided into three parts.

1. The first part directs the Commodity
Credit Corporation to use its existing pow-
ers and authorities immediately upon enact-
ment of the act to encourage the export
of cotton by offering to make cotton available
at prices not in excess of the prices at which
cottons of comparable qualitles are heing‘
offered by other exporting countries.

With respect to this first part, it is the
Intent that the Commodity Credit Corpora=-
tion shall make cotton available at the level
of prices at which cottons comparable to
those produced in the United States are be-
ing offered by other exporting countries in
substantial quantltles.

The Commodity Credit Corporation, in
making cotton available at competitive
prices, could provide either for the sale of
CCC cotton for export at competitive world
prices or for a cash export subsidy on United
States cotton sufficlent to make it competi-
tive in world markets.

It is also the intent of this part that
the Commodity Credit Corporation shall
make cotton available at competitive prices
immediately upon enactment of this act,
but that it shall be discretionary with the
Secretary of Agriculture to withhold actual
deliveries of CCC cotton until August 1, 1956.

2. The second part provides that during
the marketing year beginning August 1, 1956,
the Commodity Credit Corporation is fur-
ther directed to encourage the export of cot-
ton by offering to make cotton avallable at
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prices not in excess of the minimum prices
at which cottons of comparable qualities
were sold under the special cotton export
program announced on August 12, 1955.

With respect to this second part, it is the
intent that under any Commodity Credit Cor-
poration sales program during this period
the Commodity Credit Corporation shall ac-
cept bids, if such bids are the highest re-
celved for any particular lot of cotton, which
are equal to or above the minimum sales
price of 25 cents per pound, basis Mid~
dling fifteen-sixteenths of an inch at ports,
as established by the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration under the special cotton export pro-
gram announced on August 12, 1955, and
completed on March 2, 1956.

Under any Commodity Credit Corporation
program for the sale of CCC cotton for ex-
port at competitive world prices during the
marketing year beginning August 1, 19586,
it is also the intent of this second part that
the Commodity Credit Corporation is di-
rected to accept all bids at prices ranging
down to the previous “floor” price of 2615
cents. It is not intended, however, that the
Commodity Credit Corporation should not
make cotton available at lower prices if it is
necessary to meet competition. Neither does
it preclude the Commeodity Credit Corpora-
tion from accepting the higher of several
bids for the same particular lot of cotton
above the “Aoor” price of 2514 cents.

Under any Commodity Credit Corporation
program for the payment of a cash export
subsidy on cotton exported during the mar-
keting year beginning August 1, 1856, it is
also the intent that the amount of such
subsidy shall be not less than the spread
between 25 cents (minimum sales prices at
port of 25615 cents minus one-half cent al-
lowance for average cost of transportation
from interior origin points to port) per
pound and the average price of Middling
White fifteen-sixteenths inch cotton on the
14 designated spot cotton markets.

This section provides that for the market-
ing year beginning August 1, 19566, cottons
of qualities other than those sold under the
special CCC cotton export program an-
nounced August 12, 1955, shall be made
avallable for export at the minimum prices
at which cottons were sold under such pro-
gram with appropriate adjustments for dif-
ferences in quality.

8. The third part provides that such quan=-
tities of cotton shall be sold as will reestab-
lish and maintain the fair historical share of
the world market for United States cotton,
sald volume to be determined by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture.

With respect to this third part, it is the
intent that the Secretary of Agriculture will
take whatever steps are necessary to rees-
tablish and maintain our fair historical share
of the world market for United States cotton.
The Secretary in statements to the prees
has indicated what our fair share of the
world market should be, and it is the intent
that the Secretary of Agriculture should
utilize all his powers to achieve such a goal
as rapidly as possible and in an orderly man-
ner.
proportionately as world consumption of
cotton increases.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. For years we have had
an International Wheat Agreement
which permits United States wheat to
meet world competition. Also wheat is
sold outside the wheat agreement by our
Government on a competitive basis. If it
were not for that agreement, we would
probably be in a price war at this time,
and the wheat producers would have lost
the world market completely. I think
cotton farmers will be in the same situ-

This goal, however, should be increased
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ation, unless there is included some such
provision as that which the Senator from
Mississippi has suggested. We teach
farmers in foreign countries how to raise
cotton; we furnish them with machinery
with which to do it. How can the
American cotton farmers compete in
such a situation?

Mr. EASTLAND. I thank the Sena-
tor from North Dakota.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I completely support
the position taken by the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi, and I think it
is in line with reason,

The FRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Mississippi has
expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 2 more minutes to the Senator
from Mississippi.

Mr, HOLLAND. If this country ever
comes to the point where, as the owner
of vast supplies of surplus agricultural
property it is not willing to try to regain
lost portions of our world trade at prices
commensurate with and competitive
with those received by other nations, we
shall be a spineless, jellyfish sort of an
entity instead of a progressive, aggres-
sive, democratic Nation, I think any-
one who finds fault with the program
suggested by the Senator from Missis-
sippi has not familiarized himself with
what his amendment contains.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Florida for his
able and appropriate remarks.

I yield back the remainder of my time,

SEVERAL SEwaTORS, Vote! Vote!

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, the
time to be taken out of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the order for the quorum
call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, in
view——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
some Senator yield time to the Senator
from Minnesota?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield the Sen-
ator 1 minute.

s The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
ill?

Mr. ENOWLAND., On the bill.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, in view of
the compromise that was worked out on
the pending amendment, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the yeas
and nays be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may I
inquire why the Senator from Minnesota
is making his request?

Mr. THYE. Because a compromise
was reached, and I cannot see the neces-
sity of taking up the time with a yea-
and-nay vote, because it is apparent that
the objection to the amendment has been
removed. I would have supported the
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amendment, but in view of the fact that
a compromise has been reached which
seems agreeable, at least to a vast ma-
jority of us, I concluded fo ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the yeas
and nays be rescinded.

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, I admit my lack of detailed knowl-
edge of the ways and means of agri-
culture, and the prices of various agri-
.eultural  products, and I acknowledge
embarrassment that the Senator from
Minnesota should ask that the order for
the yeas and nays be rescinded, because
I have been requested to have the yeas
and nays taken. The administration
feels quite strongly about the particular
section involved, and I reserve the right
to object, so as to have an opportunity
to hear further comment on the matter.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Jersey objects.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. No;Ionly
reserved the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understood the Senator from New
Jersey fo ohject.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I feel I
would be discharging my responsibility
better if I carried through with what I
was asked to do in regard to this section.
Imay say now that on other amendments
I intend to offer I shall not ask for the
yeas and nays, but it seems the issue in-
volved in fhe section under discussion
is one on which the administration wants
to have an expression, and I hesitate to
witéhdra.w the request for a yea-and-nay
vote.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator from New Jersey yield?

* Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. Deoes not the Sena-
tor fesl that some Members on both
sides of the aisle will find themselves in
an unfortunate position? The able Sen-
ator from Vermont has stated his position
on the question. Frankly, I might have
suggesfed some language to amend the
section had I not thought the Senator
from Vermont was correct in his posi-
tion. I wonder if, having arrived at a
‘compromise, if would avail any good pur-
pose to have a yea-and-nay vote. I feel
it would serve a useful purpose if the sug-
gestion of the Senator from Minnesota
could be adopted.

Mr. AIEEN, Mr. President, I was
merely trying to keep the State Depart-
ment out of the controversy. I did not
think the State Department would like
a yea-and-nay vote in the Senate that
would put every Senator on the spot par-
ticularly after the provisions of the bill
had been modified.

In the first place, the ostensible ob-
jections which the State Department
raiced have been overcome by the modi-
fications offered by the Senator from New
Mexico. Whether those are the real
reason why they oppose this provision is
another guestion. I think the Depart-
ment of Agriculture would like to sell
the cotton. I am simply amazed that
the Department of State insists that the
Senate should have a yea-and- -nay vote,
That is ridiculous,

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The State
Department has not insisted on a yea-
and-nay vote since the modifications
have been made, as they were unaware of
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any proposed modification at the time
they urged me to ask for a roll call vote,
Mr. AIKEN. That is correct.
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Iam tak-
ing the responsibility and am simply

trying to present these views to my

colleagues.

In the light of what has been said, I
withdraw the objection.

Mr. AIKEN. The original language
was not satisfactory. .

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the only
reason why I asked that the yeas and
nays, which had been ordered, be set
aside was simply that so far as I could
see, the objection which any Depart-
ment of the Government might have had
to the amendment had been overcome
by the compromise agreed to by all con-
cerned who took part in the discussion
of the provision. It was for that reason
that I asked that the order for the yeas
and nays be rescinded. I could see no
good to be accomplished by carrying
through with the yeas and nays.

I understand the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Jersey has withdrawn his
objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request by the Senator
from Minnesota that the order for the
yeas and nays, previously entered, be
rescinded?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I feel that
the issues have not been very clearly de-
fined. The bill has been amended on
the floor, but it appears to me that there
is still a very large element of dump-
ing— .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
any Senator in control of time wish to
yield time to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from Illi-
nois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I apologize to the
Chair for speaking without having had
time yielded to me.
~_The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois has been yielded 2
minutes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. As I read it I think
the amendment in its present form still
provides for dumping—not to such an
extent as would have been possible under
the original words, but still a very large
amount. I should like to hear the sub-
ject discussed in more detail as to the
effect upon our international relations
before I would feel justified in withdraw-
ing objection.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to rescinding the order for the yeas
and nays. It seems that Senators are
afraid to have their votes recorded. I
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. Does
the Senator from New Jersey yield back
the remainder of his time?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey
to yield it back.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr., President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. STENNIS subsequently said: Mr,
President, I had prepared certain re-
marks relative to the first amendment
offered by the Senator from New Jersey
{Mr. SmiteH]l. At the time the amend-
ment was under debate, the Senate was
ready to vote, and I did not ask for time.

I am glad
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- -I'now ask unanimous consent that the
statement be printed in the REcorp im-

mediately before the vote on the first
amendment offered by the Senator from

New Jersey [Mr. SmiTm]1.

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The statement is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR STENNIS
OUR CRITICAL COTTON SITUATION

I rise in support of section 203 of the agri-
cultural bill which directs the Commodity
‘Credit Corporation to use existing authority
to export cotton at competitive world prices.
In discussing the importance of this provi-
sion, I feel it must be made amply clear
that cotton faces one of the most critical
sltuations in its history.

A. Fifteen million bale carryover August 1,
1956 (our highest in history).

B. Export market has dwindled to less than
2 million bales (and most of this has moved
under Government-aided programs, such as
Public Law 480 and special 1-million-bale
export program for cotton).

C. Cotton acreage has decreased from 28.3
million acres in 1953 to 17.4 million acres
in 1956 (without certain provisions contained
in this bill, acreage would be reduced another
1.5 million acres in 1957).

D. Domestic markets are seriously threat-
ened by synthetic competition.

IMPORTANCE OF COTTON EXPORTS

Our export market for cotton is the very
heart and life of our cotton program. With-
out an export program which will meet price
competition and regain a fair share of our
world market, means that we will continue
to lose this market and if present trends
continue, we will find ourselves in a situa-
tion whereby we will be producing for dos
mestic market only. This will mean con-
tinued reduction in acreage allotment, as
well as an increase in surplus, and would
in the end result in complete fallure of our
enfire cotfon program, not to mention the
serious impacts on our cotton industry and
total economy.

FAILURE TO INITIATE ADEQUATE EXPORT PROGRAM

We have already waited too long to initiate
a forward-looking cotton export program and
the time has come when we must take firm
and positive action. We have had a pressing
need for a realistic and forward-looking pro-
gram for the past 2 years. Last year we had
high hopes that the Department of Agricul-
ture would announce such a program, but
when the final announcement was made, the
program was limited to 1 million bales of
low-grade short-staple cotton. This was in-
deed disappointing and has failed to meet our
critical situation. Again this year we had
high hopes that the administration would
develop a realistic program to meet world
competition and to regain a fair share of the
cotton export market.

EXPORT PROGRAM ANNOUNCEMENT VERY
DISAPPOINTING

Cotton prices announced under the new
USDA cotton export program are 3 to 414
cents a pound above prices of principal com-
peting cottons now being offered in volume
in foreign markets for shipment after Au-
gust 1, 1956. These prices are 214 to almost
7 cents per pound under prices of rayon in
principal producing countries. This is cer-
tainly disappointing and particularly so
when cotton is faced with one of the most
serious problems of our time.

I had visualized the new export program
which the Secretary announced a few weeks
ago as a determination on the part of the ad-
ministration to meet this critical situation,
by selling surplus cotton at competitive
world prices with the primary objective of re-
galning a fair share of the world market. If
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the 271, cents per pound is set as a minimum
price for export, it will be one of the most
disappolnting developments of our agricul-
tural program. An aggressive long-range
cotton export program designed to meet price
competition and to discourage foreign pro-
duction 1s a pressing necessity. The regain-
ing of a fair share of this market is so very
important to the actual existence of our cot-
ton industry that unless we move our surplus
supply, which is the highest in history, in an
orderly way over a period of 2 or 3 years, our
cotton program is doomed to failure. The
loss of our export market has been largely
responsible for the continuing reduction in
acreage allotments. While our cotton farm-
ers have reduced their acreage in an effort to
keep supplies within demand, foreign pro-
ducers have expanded their production to

such an extent that thelr production is with-,

in 114 to 2 million bales of supplying foreign
demands.

UNCERTAIN UNITED STATES POLICY DEMORALIZED
EXPORTS

World trade in cotton is already badly de-
moralized because of uncertainty in United
States policy and has been at almost a stand-
still for the last year awalting a decision on
the United States plan. The setting of a
price floor at the unrealistic level of only a
few cents under the announced loan pro-
gram for 1956 prices will cause greater con-
fuslon and uncertainties in world trade. If
foreign price competition is not met under
the new export program, the primary pur-
pose is defeated and the net result will be
a greater total loss to the Government with-
out actually increasing exports. Fallure to
meet our critical export program will re-
sult in continued acreage control at levels

far too low to give our farmers a fair stand-

ard of income.

MILLION-BALE EXPORT PROGRAM ANNOUNCED
LAST YEAR

Under the milllon-bale export program,
the minimum sales price was 2 cents a pound
below the minimum under the new program.

CCC also included in the minimum price .

under the million-bhale program the costs of
freight from interior locations to ports, and
the cost of standard compression, which to-
gether average about three-fourths cent per
pound. Under the million-bale program, the
procedure for arbitrating the quality of the
cotton purchased from CCC was different,
and had the effect of further reducing costs,
compared to the current program, another
14 cent to 1 cent per pound. In total, the
price of cotton to the shipper was 314 cents
to 33; cents per pound less under the mil-
lion-bale program than under the new pro-
gram.
THE NEW PROGRAM

The first sale under the new program re-
sulted in the sale of 10 milllon bales at a
price of 2714 cents per pound; a price of 261,
cents per pound would have sold 80,000 bales,
and a slightly lower price would have sold
300,000 bales,

The second sale made under the new pro-
gram resulted in a sale of 200,000 bales of
cotton, but most of this cotton was pur=-
chased wunder unusual circumstances by
shippers who had pressing commitments
from domestic mills. Most of this cotton
was purchased and actually shipped to do-
mestic mills, but will be substituted for
export after August 1, 1956. Therefore, this
is not a true demand for exports under the
New program.

THE COST OF HOLDING CCC STOCKS

The storage costs and interest charge on
cotton now owned by CCC plus cotton which
they expect to own by August 1, 1956, will
cost more than $100 million per year.

This is a most serious and pressing prob-
lem which should be met with full force
of competitive prices. A simple and direct
way is to make United States cotton coma
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petitive and to lower the present minimum
CCC sales price. The administration has

not met this important criterton, and I urge

tf;he Benate to adopt this export amendment.

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Jersey. The amendment will be stated
for the information of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 33,
beginning with line 3, it is proposed to
strike out down to and including line 4
on page 34.

- The PRESIDING OFFICER. As the
Chair understands the situation, the yeas
and nays have been ordered on the
amendment offered by the Senator from
llJ\TevL Jersey. All time has been yielded
ack.

.“The yeas and nays having been
ordered, the clerk will call the roll. .

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Iannounce that the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FoLerIcHT],

the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEorcel,’

the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorgl,
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Kennepy], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel, and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. ScorT] are absent on offi-
cial business.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLericHT], the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Georcel, the Senator from Tennes-
see [Mr. Gorel, the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. KenneEpy], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morse], and the Sena-
tor from North Carolina [Mr. ScorTtl
would each vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BusH], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Carrson]l, and the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. MaLoNE] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Hampshire

[Mr. Bringes] is detained on official busi-
ness.
If present and voting, the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. BusH], the Sena-
tor from Kansas [Mr. Carrson], and the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WeLKER] would
each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 13,
nays 71, as follows:

YEAS—13
Allott Douglas Smith, N. J.
Bender KEnowland Watkins
Bricker Martin, Pa. ‘Williams
Case, N. J. Millikin
Cotton Payne

NAYS—T1
Alken Frear Long
Anderson Goldwater Magnuson
Barrett Green Mansfield
Beall Hayden Martin, Iowa
Bennett Hennings M
Eible Hickenlooper McClellan
Butler ‘Hinl McNamara,
Byrd Holland Monroney
Capehart Hruska Mundt
Case, B.Dak. Humphrey Murray
Chavez Ives Neely
Clements Jackson Neuberger
Curtis Jenner O'Mahoney
Daniel Johnson, Tex. Pastore
Dirksen Johnston, 8, C. FPotter
Duft Kefauver Purtell
Dworshak Kerr Robertson
Eastland Euchel Russell
Ellender Laird Baltonstall
Ervin Langer Schoeppel
Flanders Lehman Smathers
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g;’ith. Maine Wofford
rkman Thye Young
Stennis Wiley

NOT VOTING—11
Bridges George Morse
Bush Gore Scott
Carlson " Kennedy Welker
Fulbright Malone

- So the amendment offered by Mr.
SmiTH of New Jersey was rejected.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I call up my amendment, identified
as b5-16-56-E, and I ask to have the
amendment stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Jersey will be stated.

The CHier CLERK. On page 32, begin-
ning with line 7, it is proposed to strike
out down through line 2, on page 33.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr, Presi-
dent, I allow myself 5 minutes on the
amendment.

_The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. As in the
case of the last amendment, I shall read
a memorandum from the Department of
State, which I have been asked to pre-
sent to the Senate.

_ As stated previously, at the request of
the Department of State and the admin-
istration, I want to call the attention of
my colleagues to what the Department
of State feels to be unfortunate with
regard to section 202. I read, for the
benefit of the Senate and the Recorp, a
memorandum from the Secretary of
State to the President, which the Presi-
dent has approved, on the subject of
section 202 of H. R. 10875. The state-
ment is as follows:

Peru in particular would be hurt by the
enactment of section 202, with the possibility
also of wide repercussions elsewhere in Latin
America. Bection 202 would further restrict
our import quota on extra-long staple cotton
and subsidize the export of such cotton—a
type which the United States does not nor-
mally export. Under the circumstances, the
Department of State must protest against
section 202.

I have no further statement to make
except to reiterate the objection to this
section by the Department of State, and
I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. Isitnota factthat
the State Department has been doing
most of this pushing on the cotton situ-
ation to try to show Mr. Nasser, the
Prime Minister of Egypt, that we are
anxious that he remain our friend?
And is not it also a fact that the smallest
countries to be affected are the countries
named by the State Department? Yet,
with all the overtures, money, and every-

. thing else we have showered on Mr,

Nasser, with all the extreme favoritism
shown him on the part of our Embassy,
we saw only yesterday the fruits of his
friendship in his recognition of Red
China. v

It certainly seems to me that we have
gone far enough in appeasing Mr. Nasser,
who trades Egyptian cotton, not on the
open market, but at a secret price, in
exchange for Russian Mig’s and Russian
bombers, to strengthen his nosition in the
Middle East.
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In my opinion, the responsibility for
the amendment worked out by the State
Department rests, not on Latin America,
but on the Middle East, where the State
Department hopes to appease Mr. Nasser,

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am entirely in accord with the
expression by the Senator from Okla-
homa of consternation over the recent
action of Egypt. I feel just as strongly
as he does about it.

However, I do not consider that the
objection by the State Department to this
particular section is based on a desire
to appease Egypt. I think it is based
on the situation in Latin America. If I
am correctly informed, some of the coun-
tries of Latin America have been troubled
about the action which might be taken
under this particular provision. I think
that is the basic reason why the State
Department has called this provision to
our attention.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Jersey yield to me?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am glad
to yield to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. Isit not a fact that in
the case of this amendment, as well as
the preceding amendment, there are
other reasons for advocating the amend-
ment, besides the bare wishes of the State
Department? Iam informed that in my
State certain textile plants are adjusted
to use the extra-long-staple cotton which
must be imported. If those plants are
deprived of an adequate supply for their
manufacturing processes, it will work a
hardship upon them.

I am much more interested in that sit-
uation than I am in some of the philoso-
phies of the State Department or in the
attitude of Egypt from the point of view
of our foreign relations. That statement
applies also to the last amendment voted
on. I am interested in the fact that
when we dump cotton on the world mar-
ket, it is promptly manufactured into
cloth which can be imported into the
United States and sold here in competi-
tion with the cotton produced by our own
industries.

That is why I believe there are sound
economic reasons for this amendment
and the previous one, in addition to
reasons which may be advanced by the
State Department.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank
the Senator from New Hampshire for his
statement. I cannot join in the state-
ment he has made, because I do not know
the situation to which he refers.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Jersey yield to
me?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, let
me say that I have very seldom been in
agreement with the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MonNrONEY], but this is one
time when I agree wholeheartedly with
what he has said. I may say that I do
not think the State Department should
dictate to the Senate how the Senate
should vote. I think it would be a great
mistake for us to adopt the amendment
of the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
President, in answer to the Senator
from Wisconsin, I wish to say that I do
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not think the State Department is at-
tempting to dictate how the Senate
should vote; but the State Department
is objecting in view of the fact that, from
its standpoint, the amendment would
cause some international misunder=
standing. I think that is a legitimate
objection, or else I would not have
brought the amendment to the atten-
tion of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New Jersey
has expired.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, I yield myself 5 additional min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Jersey is recognized
for 5 minutes more.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator from
New Jersey yield to me?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
The Senator from New Jersey was asked
about certain cotton mills in New Hamp-
shire which need long staple cotton for
their operations. A similar situation ex-
ists in South Carolina. For that reason,
there is written into the pending bill—
the provision has been carried over from
the conference report on the previous
agricultural bill—the provision that—

Such quota shall provide for cotton having
a staple length of one and eleven-sixteenths
inches and longer, and shall establish dates
for the quota year which will recognize and
permit entry to conform to normal market-
ing practices and requirements for such
cotton.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Jersey yield
further to me?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Iam glad
to yield to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. If this section of the
bill, including the provision mentioned
by the Senator from South Carolina,
remains in the bill, is it to be inter-
preted as assuring the protection of the
supplies essential for our own textile
mills, in the case of this type of extra
long-staple cotton?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is my understanding of the bill as
it is written at the present time. The
same situation exists in South Carolina.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator
from South Carolina for his assurance.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from New Jersey yield
to me?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am glad
to yield to the Senator from New
Mexico—pardon me; I meant to say “the
Senator from Arizona.” I apologize for
saying “New Mexico,” although New
Mexico is also a very fine State.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
the Senator from New Jersey does not
need to make any apology for re-
ferring to me as being from New
Mexico; but the Senator from Arizona
much prefers his own State. In fact,
the junior Senator from Arizona wishes
to talk for just a moment about his
own State.

This amendment would vitally affect
the farmers of Arizona. I know that
probably it is part of the job of the
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State Department to worry about the
Peruvians and the Egyptians. However,
it is the job of the junior Senator from
Arizona to worry about the Arizonians.
I think it is high time that the admin-
istration began to be concerned more
about the farmers and producers in the
United States, along with their concern
about international economic situations
over which we have little control. Un-
less we protect our own markets, in the
interest of our own farmers and pro-
ducers, the situation for them will be
an impossible one. Certainly that will
result if our markets are opened freely
to all the other nations of the world.

I wish to add my protest, too, to at-
tempts by the State Department to in-
timidate this body, by means of request-
ing the yeas and nays on the question
of agreeing to such an amendment, and
to other attempts to influence the ac-
tion taken by this body.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I wish to say that the State
Department has not attempted to in-
timidate the Senate. I asked whether
they wished to have the yeas and nays
on the question of agreeing to the
amendment, and they said they did.
There has been no attempt to intimi-
date.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Jersey yield to me?
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I wish to add my word
of protest. The Senator from New
Hampshire is worried about the supply
of long-staple cotton. I wish to say to
him that Texas, Arizona, New Mexico,
and California can furnish all the long-
staple cotton needed in the United States.
So I wish to register my protest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New Jersey
has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized
for 2 minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, this
amendment would strike out section 202
of the bill, which provides for, first, the
inclusion of cotton stapling 11144 inches
and longer in the quota applicable to
cotton stapling 1% inches up to 11ljg
inches; and, second, the sale at com-
petitive world prices of Commodity
Credit Corporation stocks of domesti-
cally produced extra-long-staple cotton.
The section which would be stricken by
this amendment was inserted in H. R. 12
pursuant to an amendment offered by
the Senator from Arizona [Mr, Hay-
pEN], and was carefully considered and
amended by the conferees. Cotton
stapling 114; inches and longer was
originally included in the quota of 45.7
million pounds established on September
20, 1939, under section 22 of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act. Because of
special temporary needs for cotton
stapling 1114¢ inches and longer, it was
exempted from the quota on December
19, 1940. The need which gave rise to
this exemption no longer exists; and the
extra cotton which is brought in on ae-
count of the exemption competes with
our domestically produced extra-long-
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staple cotton, which is already in over-
supply.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the portion of the committee
report dealing with the part of the bill
now under consideration be printed at
this point in the body of the REcorp, in
connection with my remarks.

There being no objection, the excerpt
from the report (No. 1966), was ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Extra-long-staple cotton (sec. 202): Sub-
section (a) provides that the existing import
guota on extra-long-staple cotton established
pursuant to section 22 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1933 shall hereafter cover
the same types of cotton included in the
original quota. The effect iz to remove the
exemption of cotton having a staple length
of 1uj; inches and longer to bring such
cotton back within the gquota. The quota is
45.7 million pounds, or approximately 95,000
bales. About 16,000 bales of 11g-inch
cotton was imported in 1865. The section
also requires that dates for the quota year
conform to normal marketing practices.
The present quota year is from February 1 to
January 31. Cotton stapling 1iljs Inches
and longer is harvested during the summer
and is brought Into the United States during
the later summer and early fall. This section
will require that appropriate provision be
made so that importers of this type of cotton
will have equal opportunity to import cot-
ton within the quota.

Subsection (b) directs the Commodity
Credit Corporation, beginning not later than
August 1, 1956, to exercise its existing pow-
ers and authorities to encourage the sale for
export at competitive world prices, its stocks
of extra-long-staple cotton. These stocks
currently total about 97,000 bales.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President——

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico is recognized
for 2 minutes.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
shall try to use even less than that
amount of time, in view of the fine state-
ments which have been made by the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Mon-
RrONEY], the junior Senator from Arizona
[Mr. GoLowaTEeR 1, the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. McCarTHY ], the senior Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. Cravez], the
senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. Hay-
pEN]1, and other Senators.

Actually there are only about 30,000
bales of this long staple cotton produced
in all the United States. Egypt exports
90,000 bales a year to the United States.
It is not too much to give the farmers of
America 30,000 bales out of a 130,000~
bale market.

We have tried to be reasonable. There
was some language which was objec-
tionable to the very able Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. JomnsTOoN], who
was speaking in the interest of a mill in
his State. He took exception to that
language. He was well within his rights.
The Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, under the able leadership
of the Senafor from Louisiana [Mr.
ELLENDER], Trecognized the situation and
amended the language, which made it
possible for the committee to agree upon
the language.

As I recall, the veto message did not
mention this particular section strongly
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if it mentioned it at all. I believe we
would do well to vote down the pending
amendment, because the provision in the
bill obtains for our farmers only a small
share, not of the world market, but of
the domestic market. Surely the Amer-
ican farmer ought to be entitled to a
fourth of the domestic market.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the senior Senator
from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN].

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr, President, I had
intended to use a part of my time to read
a paragraph from the committee re-
port, but that paragraph has been in-
serted in the REcorp by the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER].

With regard to the use of this particu-
lar type of cotton in manufacturing, the
maximum amount of such cotton im-
ported in any one year has been about
15,000 bales. The bill adequately takes
care of that supply.

First. American grown long-staple
cotton will satisfy all use requirements
as well as Peruvian long-staple cotton,
and will make better thread than Peru-
vian long-staple cotton. Cotton import-
ed from Peru is used in this country pri-
marily to make fine shirting. It costs
5 to 8 cents per pound less than Ameri-
can long-staple cotton. The United
States does not grow cotton stapling
1114s inches and longer because of high
cost of production.

Second. The import duty on Peruvian
cotton is 134 cents per pound. The im-
port duty on cotton of 115 to 11145 inches
long is 3'% cents per pound. There is a
very low tariff rate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. Smitrl. Are Senators pre-
pared to yield back their time?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield back my remaining time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield back my remaining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has been used or yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. SmrTH],

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr, Presi-
dent, I have one remaining amendment.
It is designated “5-16-56—-G.” I offer the
amendment, which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Jersey will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 58,
beginning with line 9, it is proposed to
strike down through line 20 on page 67.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr, Presi-
dent, I should like to modify my amend-
ment in order to limit it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has the right to moedify his own
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The
amendment as submitted would strike
out all of title V. I find, on checking the
request which the State Department
made to me in this connection, that the
objection to title V was due to some dis-
crimination against Cuba. The feeling
was that this provision violated the
most-favored-nation clause.
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I ask, therefore, that my amendment
be modified as follows: On page 59 of the
bill, line 25, strike out the words “or ex-

to Cuba”; and on page 64, of the
bill, line 20, strike out the words “other
than Cuba.”

That would simply place Cuba back on
the same basis with other countries, with
no discrimination against it. The first
change made by my amendment is in
ﬁegtlon 380c, and the second is in 380k

cl.

In support of my amendment I wish to
read a memorandum sent to me by the
Secretary of State, and approved by the
President, with regard to this particular
amendment. The subject of the memo-
randum is “Two-Price Plan for Rice, Pro-
posed in H. R. 10875.” The memoran-
dum reads as follows:

H. R. 10875 as reported by the Senate Agri-
cultural Committee authorizes a domestic
allotment program for rice, at the discretion
of the Secretary of Agriculture. The bill
provides, however, in sectlon 380c and 380k
(e) of title V that the processed rice of the
United States, if this plan were instituted,
would not be available to Cuba at the low
price which would apply to exports of the
same product to all other countries.

This would be discriminatory agalnst
Cuba and would be contrary to the most-
favored-nation principle, which is funda-
mental to our international trade policy.

Nondiscrimination and access to re=-
sources in international trade are directly
related principles. They have especially
great importance to us in view of our de-
pendence on foreign sources for many mate-
rials of high strategic value.

The proposed violation of the most-fa-
vored-nation principle would set a precedent
of great danger for the future accomplish-
ment of our objectives in international trade.
We would be placed under obvious handi-
caps if it became necessary for us to contend
against violations by other countries of their
commitments to us regarding most-favored-
nation treatment.

The problems which the proposed legisla-
tion would create make it necessary for the
Department of State to express its disap-
proval of sections 380¢c and 880k (c) of
title V.

Joan FosTER DULLES.

I have limited the application of my
amendment to Cuba in order to prevent
this discrimination. The remaining sec~
tions are not affected.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

The original amendment offered by the
Senator from New Jersey would have de-
leted the provision of the bill authorizing
the Secretary to institute a 2-price pro-
gram for rice in 1957 and 1958, or in 1958
and 1959, if he determines that such a
program is administratively feasible and
in the best interests of rice producers
and the United States. Except that it
is discretionary, the 2-price program
provided for by the bill is substan-
tially identical to that approved by Con-
gress when it passed H. R. 12. Initiation
of the program would be dependent upon
a determination by the administration
that it is in the best interests of the
United States. Two-price plans have
been proposed for many years, and the
only way that we shall ever determine
their effectiveness is by putting such a
program into operation. Because of the
small number of States involved, and the
small percentage of world production
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represented by United States production,
rice is the most suitable commodity for
which an experimental program could be
tried, The plan would become effective
only if the Secretary determined it would
be in the best interests of the United
States, and then only for 2 years.

With respect to the statement by my
colleague from New Jersey with respect
to Cuba, let me say that I have discussed
the question with many Cubans, particu-
larly those involved in the importing of
rice. I have heard no objection to in-
cluding Cuba in our primary market;
in addition, as I have said, this plan is
purely discretionary.

I hope the amendment will be defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. SmitH]. Are Senators pre-
pared to yield back the remaining time?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. Presidenf, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been used or yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr., DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I offer
the amendment which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Illinois will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, It is proposed
to strike out all of title V, on page 58,
after line 8, through line 10, on page 69.

Mr. DIRKSEN., Mr. President, I am
not sure that the amendment will pre-
vail, but I certainly would not like to
see the consideration of the bill con-
cluded without at least making a record
on the rice title.

I quite agree with my distinguished
friend from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]
that it is wholly permissive and in the
hands of the Secretary of Agriculture
whether such a program shall be insti-
tuted. That is correct.

However, the fact is that once it is
incorporated in a statute it means that
a great deal of pressure will be placed
upon the Secretary of Agriculture. I
doubt whether that ought to take place,
particularly in respect of a two-price sys-
tem on any commodity, for it is the
opening wedge for other commodities, as
we saw in our earlier deliberations on
the farm bill.

It is a fact that rice production in the
United States has doubled in the past
10 years, and most of the increase, of
course, has gone into the export market.

However, just as soon as the Asian
countries were able to resume their usual
production, our real troubles began.
During the war period I think the prices
in the main were pretty well above sup-
port levels. After the war they began
to drop, and then our exports began fo
drop also.

From 1953 until 1954 and 1955 the
figures indicate that our exports dropped
nearly 3315 percent. The net result is
that beyond that we have the problem
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caused by increased war production. As
I say, with a doubling of rice produc-
tion over a period of 10 years, we can-
not help but have a surplus problem
with respect to this particular commod-
ity.

To indicate what is necessary, and in
order to demonstrate the problem, the
Department of Agriculture estimates
that on the 1st of August we shall have
in stock 30 million bags of rice. The nor-
mal carryover was about 3 million bags.
We will have at least six times the nor-
mal carryover, and we will have enough
in the carryover to provide a full year's
consumption of rice.

No one disputes the fact that a prob-
lem exists. The question is how to solve
it. I doubt very much whether this pro-
posal will solve the main problem. What
it proposes to do, in my judgment, is
merely to freeze the wartime production.
I do not believe that is the solution at
all. If pressures can be exeried on the
Secretary of Agriculture to go through
with a plan of this kind, we shall have
actually frozen the production at a high
level. The problem then will be to get
rid of it.

There is another amendment pending,
proposed by the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLeriGHT], which
provides in essence that the President
shall make an effort to dispose of sur-
plus rice to oriental countries. There
is no escape clause in it. There is no pro-
vision for consideration of the customs
of other countries. Anyone who goes to
the Orient and looks around will find
warehouses up and down the Irrawaddy
River in Rangoon filled with rice, and
he will find that prices are going down
and surpluses exist. However, the com=-
mittee amendment provides that the
President must make the effort to sell
our surplus rice to oriental countries.

All that can come out of it, of course,
is a great big international headache be-
fore we get through. However, that is
not all the committee amendment pro-
vides. It says that before any offer is
rejected, the President must submit it
to Congress. That is a sort of indirect
veto upon the action of the Executive. It
is an indication of the difficulties which
will be encountered.

If we are producing at the wartime
level, and if we have 30 million bags of
rice in the ecarryover, and if that is 6
times more than our normal carryover,
then, in my considered judgment, there
is only one way to deal with the prob-
lem, and that is to bring about an acre-
age reduction, so that the production of
rice will be geared to our needs and to
a reasonable reserve and to the exports.

The amendment which was offered by
the distinguished Senator from New Jer-
sey [Mr. Smrire] provided for the elimi-
nation of Cuba as a part of the primary
market. I believe it is astounding to
write into any piece of legislation a pro-
vision that a sovereign foreign country
like Cuba and a territorial possession like
Puerto Rico shall be included in the pri-
mary market, along with the domestic
market of this country. What control do
we have over Cuba? None at all.

Therefore, as a matter of fact, it seems
to me that we are going extremely far
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when we include a sovereign country as
a part of the primary market of Amer-
ica. It can lead to no end of trouble.

As I sense this thing, in the non-
Cuban areas, in the Caribbean particu-
larly, it would be possible, no doubt, to
get hold of quite a good deal of rough
rice, to mill it elsewhere, and then to
dispose of it in rice-consuming areas.
Then what starts out to be a primary
market becomes a secondary market be-
fore we get through.

There is another feature which should
be mentioned. I refer to the provision
that the value of the certificate shall
be equal to the difference hetween 90
percent of parity price of rice and the
level of the price support. Perhaps that
can be done, but the bill says nothing
about the market price, so far as I can
determine. We can very easily envision
a situation in which rice in Cuba and
in the domestic market will be selling
at 100 percent of parity. It would ap-
pear to me that indirectly, at least, we
would be putting a rather interesting
regressive tax on the modest consumers,
the humble people, who are the real rice
consumers of the country.

There are a great many other things
in the bill which I do not like. There
is the provision, for example, for re-
funds to the owners of rough rice. That
will become effective on the last day of
July. I do not know too much about
the rice business, but I do know that
the new year for rice begins on the 1st
of August; and all the training I have
had tells me that as we come to the
end of a crop year, whether it is in fu-
tures or in cash markets, the supplies
become a little slim, and prices go up.
Therefore, if we provide on the last day:
of the old crop year that those who are
the owners of rough rice shall get 35
percent of parity, it looks to me as though
we will have additional trouble.

There are many other things one could
say about the bill. I have become very
unhappy about a situation of that kind,
with all the complications and difficul-
ties of enforcement.

Finally, of course, our whole hope has
been to withdraw a few of the Federal
controls and to leave agricultural pro-
ducers with less instruction on the part
of the long hand of the Federal Govern-
ment.

As I envision the administrative ma-
chinery necessary to carry out the proc-
essing tax which is involved, if this pro-
vision should lecome law, and if the
program should be instituted by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, there will be other
complications.

Therefore I wish the REcorp at least
to disclose my observations, and I hope
that the Senate in its wisdom will strike
out this title. I know that my distin-
guished friend from Louisiana has la-
bored long and earnestly with the prob-
lem. I can understand that. However,
this is once more a two-price system.
If it starts, then, of course, it can move
into any other commodity. Then we will
simply be multiplying our problems,
rather than dissipating them.

Consequently, while my hopes are not
too high that the amendment will pre-
vail, I still believe the record should be
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made before our discussions of the bill
have been concluded.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Title V as it appears in the bill has
been approved by all segments of the rice
industry. The rice industry would like
to make the two-price plan mandatory.
The reason for including this title in the
bill was this: Two-price plans have been
suggested for the past 15 or 20 years.
I had occasion to talk to the Secretary
of Agriculture about this subject. Al-
though he did not say he was in favor
of a two-price plan for rice, he indi-
cated that since two-price plans have
been talked about for so many years, it
might be a good idea to try such a plan
on a crop which is produced in only 4
or b States and by only a few farmers.

The consumer will not suffer, contrary
to what was indicated by my friend from
Illinois.

Rice would be sold at whatever the
market price may be. Assuming that
the market price is 65 percent of parity,
the millers of the rice purchased at that
price would be required to purchase cer-
tificates equivalent in value to 25 percent
of parity before milling the rice which
will be consumed domestically.

Normally, a miller would not have
more than 90 percent of parity invested
in rice destined for domestic consump-
tion. A farmer, on the other hand,
would receive certificates equal to the
difference between the support price in
effect for that year’s rice crop and 90
percent of parity as to that portion of
his production which would be consumed
domestically.

Mr. President, as I have stated, this
authority to inaugurate the fwo-price
plan is discretionary on the part of the
Secretary of Agriculture.

Since the bill will be late in its pas-
sage, the committee decided that it
might not be feasible to attempt to put
the two-price plan into operation in
1956, so it voted to give discretionary
power to the Secretary of Agriculture to
put the two-price plan info effect for
1957 and 1958, or 1958 and 1959.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
reject the amendment proposed by the
distinguished Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am
sensible of everything that my distin-
guished friend from Louisiana has said,
but I wish to leave this last thought with
the Senate.

Whenever we have been discussing an
agricultural bill, if, for instance, the
Secretary of Agriculture may have said
he did not have the requisite authority
to act, then, of course, there was an
immediate search through the statutes to
see whether the authority was there.
Then the pressures began,

What we are doing today, if this title is
retained in the bill, is to confer author-
ity upon the Secretary of Agriculture and
leave it to him whether a two-price pro-
gram for rice shall be initiated. If, per-
chance, some difficulties arise with re-
spect to this particular commodity, then
all the pressures in kingdom come will be
applied to an administrative official of
the Government to induce him to place
the plan into effect.
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I do not believe that is the salutary or
happy way to deal with a problem of
this kind, because the implications are
so great, and the possibilities applying
the same prineciple to other fields are so
great, that a two-price system would
very probably disorganize and negative
everything the Senate is trying to ac-
complish in the pending bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON].

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, this
is a provision which was placed in the
bill because of the feeling of a great
many persons that we ought occasionally
to try to find new ways of dealing with
agricultural surpluses which can get
quickly out of line.

The Senator from Illinois very correct-
ly said there was virtually no carryover
of rice for many years, but suddenly the
carryover went up to 29 million bags.

There is need under certain conditions
and with reference to certain commodi-
ties for a plan to dispose quickly of sur-
pluses. I have in my own mind wondered
whether we could do something about it,
and, at the request of the able chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, I finally held some hearings
with reference to the rice situation. We
tried to find a good commodity on which
to make the test. If a test is ever to be
made of a two-price system I hope it
will be made on some commodity like rice
which has a relatively small number of
producers. It was for that reason that
the provision was added to the bill.

I believe the chairman of the com-
mittee came to the same conclusion. I
hope the provision will remain in the bill,
It does not thrust something down the
throat of the Department of Agriculture.
If the Department finds it desirable to
try a two-price system it can try it on
the one commodity on which it can be
tried without too much damage to the ag-
ricultural community.

That is why I voted to put the provi-
sion into the bill, but I voted against it
as to wheat. Wheat can be grown in
many States, but rice can be grown in
only a small number of States.

Furthermore, American rice produc-
tion is approximately 1 percent of the
world production. If I am incorrect in
that statement, I hope the Senator from
Louisiana will correct me. It is about 2
percent of the world production; is it
not?

Mr. ELLENDER. It is 1% percent of
the total world production.

Mr. ANDERSON. So, what we do does
not affect the world price. It does not
destroy the State of Burma, or Thailand,
or any other nation. Therefore, Mr.
President, I hope the provision will re-
main in the bill so that the Department
can test it and find out whether a two=-
price system will work on this commod-
ity. If it will, it may work equally well
for wheat, and we shall have found a
method of handling some of our surplus
commodities.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lamrp in the chair). The question is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].
[Putting the question.] The “nays’” ap-
pear to have it.

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, I ask
for a division.

On a division, the amendment was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I call up my amendment designated
“5-16-56-B.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Iowa will be stated.

The CrIEF CLERK. It is proposed, on
page 50, line 22, after the period, to in-
sert the following:

For the purpose of eligibillty for price sup-
port on the 1856 crop of corn, a producer may
satisfy the requirement that he devote an
acreage to the soil bank by entering into a
contract under the conservation reserve pro-
gram prior to December 31, 1956.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr, Presi-
dent, this amendment was prepared after
consultation with the Department of
Agriculture in connection with the soil-
bank proposal for this year.

I wish to invite attention to the fact
that corn is the only one of the basics
which is required to contribute a portion
of its allotment to the soil bank. Corn
has assumed that obligation. However,
as the situation now stands, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture is given discretion to
determine whether ‘it is feasible to place
an acreage reserve program into effect
this year with respect to the Corn Belt.
There is some question about it. Per-
sonally, my inexpert opinion in the mat-
ter is that it could be put into effect.
There are those who know a great deal
more about the subject than I do who feel
that it is not feasible to put an acreage
reserve program into effect this year for
corn.

It will be noticed in the bill—and my
amendment does not change it except
that it extends the time—that as a con-
dition for eligibility for price support, a
producer must do two things: First, he
must devote an acreage of cropland tilled
in normal rotation, at the option of the
producer, and, second, he must not ex-
ceed his farm base acreage for corn.

My amendment would not change
either of those provisions. He must stay
within his farm base acreage for corn.
That is number 1, He must devote an
acreage to either the acreage reserve or
the conservation reserve equivalent to 15
percent of his base acreage allotment.
That is number 2.

My amendment is prepared against the
possibility that it may not be feasible or
practicable to install an acreage reserve
program for corn this year. The amend-
ment extends the period during which
the farmer can qualify for eligibility for
price supports this year, still keeping
within his basic corn acreage. He may
not exceed that. But the amendment ex=
tends to December 31, 1956—this year—
the peried within which he can enter into
a contract to go into the conservation
Treserve program.
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The proposal is this simple: In many
places; indeed, on the vast majority of
the farms from, we might say, at least
the Iowa line, or north from there, and
from there southward, the crops are al-
ready In. The planting is done. Unless
the farmers plow up existing plantings
and sustain the loss of their seed, and
such other things as have gone into the
planting, they may find themselves un-
able to cooperate in either the acreage
reserve or the conservation reserve.

My amendment merely extends the
time by contract to the 31st of December.
It does not reduce the requirement that
the farmers must contribute 15 percent.
It does not reduce the requirement that
they must remain in their acreage allo-
cations.

©  Again T point eut that corn is the only
one of the basics which is not required to
contribute to the acreage reserve or the
conservation reserve.

I hope the amendment will be adopted
as a clarifying amendment. I think it
will be very helpful in enabling more
farmers to come into the program and
contribute the 15 percent in view of the
lateness of the season.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Iyield.

Mr. THYE. The only reason why corn
has been singled out as one of the basic
crops which must comply with the acre-
age reserve program is that it is still the
season of the year when the crop is being
planted, and the farmer can adjust his
planting so as to comply. Either he must
reduce his acreage planted to corn by 15
percent or he must allow to lie idle an
additional number of acres ouf of his
available acreage.

Mr. HICKEENLOOPER. That is cor-
rect; but I call the Senator’s attention to
the fact that the bill as it now stands
provides that the Secretary of Agricul-
ture shall have discretion as to whether
or not he will establish an acreage re-
serve program for this erop year, because
of the lateness of the season and the
time when the bill will go into effect. If
the Secretary should determine that it is
not feasible to establish an acreage re-
serve program for this year, he will have
& conservation reserve program. But
there may be some serious complications
involved, and some actual deterrents
against the farmer complying with his
acreage allotment.

The amendment extends the time, in
view of the planting season, under which
the farmer can contract to go into the
igngervation reserve on December 31,

56.

Mr. THYE. This is an important
question, because throughout the Corn
Belt of the Nation the farmer this week
is planting. Many a farmer is trying to
ascertain through the channels of radio,
television, and the newspapers exactly
what Congress has done, and what the
farmer may do to qualify himself to be-
come eligible for the program.

It is for that reason that I have asked
the questions. I want to make certain
that we will help the farmers to adjust
their operations to the legislative ma-
chinery which we are trying to provide
by the bill. If in the event the Secre-
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tary of Agriculture were to establish
acreage allotments——

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. He will estab-
lish acreage allotments, but there is a
question——

Mr. THYE. He will because the act
makes mandatory 51 million acres.

Mr. HICKENL.OOPER. Yes.

Mr. THYE. He has already set the
amount at 43 million acres, and the
producer has been informed of a num-
ber of acres which his farm will be eligi-
ble to have planted to corn.

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. Yes.

Mr. THYE. The Senator from Iowa
and I are endeavoring to legislate so as
to provide a 51 million acre base. That
would mean that the permissible acres
would be increased by that amount.

The Secretary may state that the
farmer would have to allow to remain
idle 15 percent of the number of acres
planted to corn, if the farmer is to
qualify under the acreage allotment and
Teceive the $1.50 ceiling price.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The point is
that the bill gives discretion to the Sec-
retary and provides that if, in his opin-
ion, an aecreage reserve program is fea-
sible, he can put it into effect. Of course,
that is where the farmer has under-
planted allotted acres. If the Secretary
does not think such a plan is feasible,
he does not have to put an acreage re-
serve program into effect, but the con-
servation reserve program will be in
effect.

Mr. THYE. That leaves the Secretary
with discretion as to whether he puts
the plan into effect with the 1956 crop.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. THYE. That is the reason why I
am stressing the point. I wish to make
certain that we ourselves do not legis-
late without completely understanding
the issue and the question, assuming
that the Secretary does not put the acre-
age reserve program into effect. If he
does not, then the acreage goes into the
other conservation program.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor-
rect; and in most cases the land which
would normally go into the conserva-
tion reserve, cropland which has already
been planted, is in the process of grow-
ing at this time.

Mr. THYE. If that acreage is the
acreage designated by the producer to
be set aside, in a contract entered into
with respect to it, that contract would
have to be over a period of how many
years?

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. Three years.

Mr. THYE. Not less than 3 years?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. THYE. The Senator states that
under his amendment the farmer would
be eligible to designate acres any time
between now and when?

19]53%1'. HICKENLOOPER. December 31,

Mr. THYE. He would draw his com-
pensation at what time?

Mr. HICKENLOOFER. He would be
eligible to draw his compensation under
the bill at the time he set the acres aside
and began the practices which are called
for. That is, he would be eligible for
annual compensation at the time he set
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the acres aside and began the practices
which are called for under the contract.

Mr. THYE. And “begin the practices”
would mean that the farmer could not
take a crop off that land in the calendar
year 1956; would it not?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Not if he
agreed to it immediately. But he would
have until December 31 to make a con-
tract. If he waited until that time, the
contract would be for the reduction in
the next year,

Mr. THYE. That would be for the
1957 crop; therefore, he would get no
compensation in 1956.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. THYE. However, if the Senate
passes the bill today, and if it should be-
come law within the week, then that pro-
ducer could very well say, “Rather than
to plant 15 percent of my tillable land to
soybeans, I will let it lie idle and enter
into a contract with my Government not
to produce soybeans or any other crop on
that 15 percent of my tillable land,” and
he could continue to qualify to plant his
full quota of the 51 million acres as will
be very soon designated by the State
committee and the county commitfee as
his individual quota. He could plant all
of that to corn and be qualified to receive
the $1.50 commodity loan on the 1956
Crop.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor=
rect.

Mr. THYE. For these reasons, I think
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Iowa is reasonable and fair. It does
not advance any money. It permits a
farmer, if he desires not fo plant soy-
beans or some other kind of crop, to
enter into a contract immediately and
to qualify himself for payment this year.

But if his crop is already in, and he
wishes to make his plans and to desig-
nate them to the Secretary by December
31 of this calendar year, and if he wishes
to enter into a long-term contract, it will
be permissible for him to do so and still
qualify to receive loans upon his full
acreage allotment planted to corn.

Mr. HICKENLOOFPER. The effect of
the amendment will be felt in the event
that an acreage reserve program is not
established for this particular crop year.
The only thing left open would be a con-
servation reserve program. If the acre-
age reserve program goes into effect this
year, then the farmer would have to
underplant his corn acreage if he wanted
to go into the acreage reserve program.

Mr. THYE. That is correct.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I shall not
labor the point. The matter came up
yesterday. Really, this is a suggestion
of the Department of Agriculture. It is
not my original suggestion. I could see
the justice of it.

I hope the chairman of the committee
will see fit to take this amendment to
conference. If there is something wrong
with it, it can be rejected in conference.
If further examination shows merit and
necessity for the amendment, then the
conferees may retain it. I believe it has
merit. I believe if an acreage reserve
program is not considered feasible this
year in the Corn Belt, something like this
amendment is needed in order to get the
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necessary acreage into the reduction
program.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, what we
want to do is to get as many acres out
of crop production in this ealendar year
as is possible, because what we are con-
fronted with is surpluses. Surpluses are
not going to be reduced unless the num-
ber of acres which are to be harvested is
reduced. If there is provided in a meas-
ure an inducement not to plant and not
to have the crop to harvest, the overall
surplus will be reduced. With the
present corn allotment, as provided in
the bill, at 51 million acres, and the pro-
vision to set aside acres and have them
lie idle, and to compensate the farm-
ers for the idle acres, there is a basis for
having the feed producer, such as the
producer of sorghum grains, barley, rye,
and oats, obtain relief. There are going
to be considerable acres planted to corn.
There are going to be fewer acres planted
to barley, oats, and sorghum grains, be-
cause the producer of the latter crops
has the opportunity under the program
I.gl be compensated for the acres he keeps

.

In this calendar year there can very
well be accomplished a very great reduc-
tion in the quantity of overall feed grains
which will be grown, and at the end of
the calendar year there will be a much
improved surplus feed or commodity sit-
uation in this land.

For that reason, Mr. President, I be-
lieve that the amendment offered by the
Senator from Iowa will help us to bring
about contracts with the Government
whereby certain tillable acres will lie
idle, which will reduce the overall feed
supply or crop supply in the coming
calendar year,

I support the amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
hesitate to differ with my good friend
from Towa. As he well knows, the com-
mittee discussed the question of whether
or not there should be advance payments
for soil-bank participation. I realize
that the amendment which is proposed
does not purport to deal with advance
payments. As I stated earlier, it is not
the purpose of soil-bank payments to in-
crease the income of farmers per se:
farmers could obtain the equivalent of
those payments by planting their land
instead of putting it into the soil bank.
Thus, such payments would result in no
inerease in farm income. Too, if a
farmer received a payment in 1956 for
soil-bank participation in 1957, the
amount of that payment would be sub-
tracted from his 1957 income. The soil
bank would permit farmers to take
allotted and planted acres out of culti-
vation; production would thus be re-
duced—and surpluses reduced.

If the amendment, as suggested, were
adopted, what would happen? A grower
of corn could plant his base acres. He
could use the remainder of his cultivated
acres to plant other crops which are now
in surplus. As soon as those crops were
gathered, he could say, “We will set aside
these acres.” He could do so anytime be-
fore January 1. Certainly, this would
not accomplish what we had in mind

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

when we agreed to increase corn acre-
ages from 43 million acres to 51 million
acres. We conditioned that 8 million-
acre increase upon corn farmers putting
the equivalent of 15 percent of their base
acreage into the soil bank. Adoption of
the pending amendment would simply
mean that the farmers of Iowa and the
farmers of any other commercial corn-
producing State would get a bonanza.
This is just a rather concentrated dose
of the same kind of favored treatment
commercial corn has already received
in abundance. It would be possible for
a corn farmer to get price support in
1956 by, in effect, merely promising to
participate in a 1957 soil bank. He could
plant his full corn allotment, plant the
remainder of his farm to a secondary
crop, harvest and sell that secondary
crop anytime before January 1 of 1957,
and still get compliance price support.
Not an acre would have been taken out
of production in 1956.

I submit this is not what was contem-
plated by the Senate committee. Sur-
pluses cannot be reduced by merely sign-
ing a contract to perform some act in
the future. A contract should provide
that if a farmer desires to place any of
his cultivated acres into the soil bank, he
must agree not to plant anything on that
land—to not produce any feed, or other
crop of any kind, in order to make him-
self eligible for payments.

As I understand the amendment, it
would permit the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to consider as taken into the soil
bank in 1956 acres that are planted to
crops and from whieh erops have been
harvested. The difficulty is that al-
though he does not set them aside, the
farmer merely designates them before
January 1, 1957 for the soil bank in
1957 he has already produced on those
acres a crop which he should not have
produced, if the soil bank theory, as I
understand it, is to be adhered to.

Mr. President, the House has voted
down any proposal which smacks of ad-
vance payments. I believe the proposal
was not submitted to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry for the reason
that it was known the committee was
opposed——

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr.
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. HICKENLOOFER. I disagree
with the Senator on the matter of the
proposal to the Senate committee. The
Senator may not have been present at
the moment, but I offered in the com-
mittee the amendment, which was called
the Hope amendment in the House, and
which provided for advance payments.
I withdrew that amendment, or the offer
of it, based on the specific assurance
which is contained in the report, not only
of the House, but of the Senate, that
payments would be eligible, under the
language of the bill itself, when the land
had been set aside and the practices had
been begun—which to me was satisfac-
tory.

Mr. ELLENDER. I did not mean to
say that the committee did not discuss
the proposal, but what I meant to say
was that the committee took no action
on it.

Presi-
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I agree with
the Senator on that phase of it.

Mr. ELLENDER. I apologize if I said
anything different; that is the impres-
sion I intended to convey. The Sena-
tor recalls that we placed language in
the report that a farmer would become
eligible for payments, under the conser-
vation-reserve program, in cases where
he set aside that land but may not have
the grass seed to grass the land, or may
not have the trees to plant on those set-
aside acres.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Not alone the
conservation acres, but also the acreage
reserve.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. It
is possible to do that; it is in the report.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes; it is in
the report.

Mr. ELLENDER. I hope the Secretary
of Agriculture will be able to carry out
both programs in the case of corn; and
I think he can to a large extent—pro-
vided we get the bill to the President, and
provided he signs it, by Monday or Tues-
day of next week.

But the point I am raising here is that
if we were to adopt this amendment, as
I understand it, it would run counter to
the soil-bank concept. Under this
amendment, a farmer would sign an
agreement to set aside acres in the fu-
ture—aeres on which he would now be
growing a crop. That is far beyond the
concept of the soil bank. It is a concept
which, in my humble judgment, is closely
related to the advance payment idea
which was so objectionable to the House
of Representatives, and which certainly
should be objectionable to the Senate.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Louisiana yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lamp in the chair). Does the Senator
from Louisiana yield to the Senator from
Iowa?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I certainly as-
sure the Senator from Louisiana that it
is not my understanding that upon sign-
ing a contract, advance payment would
be given. I do not think there is in the
amendment anything which would re-
sult in that. I think the language is
still the same—namely, that the land
must be set aside and the practices under
the contract must be begun before pay-
ment can be made. That we agreed to.

Mr, ELLENDER. Yes; but the land
could be planted this year, and the crops
grown thereon could be gathered, and
then the contract could be signed. As
I understand the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Iowa, that is what it would
permit,

I believe that under the language of
the bill as it is now presented to the Sen-
ate, ample opportunity would be given to
any farmer to set aside a given number
of acres for the conservation reserve.
He could make up his mind now—as soon
as this bill passes—to set it aside and not
to plant crops on it.

But as I understand the amendment of
the Senator from Iowa, a farmer would
have until December 31, 1956, to sign the
contract, and in the meantime he could
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put crops on those acres, harvest those
crops, and compete with many——

Mr, HICEENLOOPER. But he would
not get paid for it.

Mr. ELLENDER. No; he would not
get soil bank payments, but he would
get increased price support. But why
not let the soil bank remain as the com-
mittee contemplated; why not have the
confract entered into and the support
available provided the farmer actually
sets aside that land, and provided the
farmer does not devote those acres to
any crop which will further aggravate
our existing surpluses.

I thought the Senator from Iowa was
satisfied——

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. This amend-
ment is offered only against the possi-
bility that the acreage reserve may not
be feasible this year.

Mr. ELLENDER. I thought the Sen-
ator from JTowa was very well satisfied
with the language which was placed in
the bill. We raised a pertinent question,
I may say——

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am satisfied
with the language in the bill and the in-
terpretation in the report, which I think
is clear—at least, to me——

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. But we did
leave in the bill provision for the exer-
cise of discretion by the Secretary as to
whether the acreage-reserve program
would be put into effect this year; and
the fundamental reason for that was the
question as to whether it would be fea-
sible or workable,

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes,

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I want to get
as much acreage committed to either
the acreage reserve or the conservation
reserve as possible.

Mr. President, I do not care to pursue
the amendment any longer; I think all of
us understand it.

I merely suggest that the Senator from
Louisiana take the amendment to con-
ference; and if in conference, upon study
and examination, it is considered that
the amendment is not a sound one, the
conference committee does not have to
accept it. But if upon later examina-
tion the amendment is considered to have
merit, the conferees on the part of the
Senate could insist upon it.

Mr. ELLENDER. Under the rules, if
the Senate adopts an amendment, the
conferees on the part of the Senate have
to strive for its adoption by the confer-
ence committee. Personally, as I under-
stand the amendment, I cannot “go” for
it; I shall be frank with the Senator from
Iowa.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
the Senator from Louisiana has been in
the Senate for many more years than I
have, but I have seen many, many
amendments taken to conference for
examination, even though the chairman
of the commiftee has stated that he did
not particularly favor the amendment,
but stated that he was willing to talke it
to conference, for study, and to examine
it, as to its merits or demerits.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Iowa wishes me to take
the amendment to conference, for study,
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I have no objection. But for the Senate
to adopt the amendment, with the under-
standing that the conferees on the part
of the Senate would work to have it in-
cluded in the conference bill, is some-
thing else. Personally, I would be op-
posed to it. I prefer to be frank with
my good friend, the Senator from Iowa.
I appreciate the Senator’s frankness.
He is always frank in stating his position.
I am only attempting to say that this
matter came up only yesterday evening,
as a matter of fact. Frankly, I have not
had time to look at all phases of the
matter. If there are contingencies——

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President——

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Worrorp in the chair). The Senator
from New Mexico is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
have been trying to understand the
amendment. I understood that it was
a Department of Agriculture amend-
ment. I talked to the Secretary of Ag-
riculture, and I do not believe he is
familiar with the amendment.

I have been handed, by the able Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], an ex-
planation whick he has received; and I
wish to check it with the chairman of
the commititee.

Mr. HICKENL.OOPER. T have an
explanation which comes from the De-
partment of Agriculture. I do not know
whether the Senator got the explanation
from——

Mr. ANDERSON. I got it from the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIkeEx], and
it is authentic.

Mr. ATIKEN. They are identical, and
they were given to me by counsel for
the Department of Agrieulture.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not know whether the Secre-
tary of Aegriculture knows anything
about it, but certainly his agents know.

Mr. AIKEN, Mr. President, it is my
understanding that the amendment will
permit the grower who keeps within
his share of the 51 million acreage re-
serve this year to gualify for the sup-
ports if he agrees before December 31,
1956, to put 15 percent of his cropland
into the reserve for the next year.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; for the follow-
ing year.

Mr. HICEENLOOPER.
rect.

Mr. ELLENDER. But he is permitted
to plant that acreage in 1956.

Mr. AIKEN. Up to 51 million acres.

Mr. ELLENDER. As to corn, yes; but
he would also be able to plant the land
he promises to put in the soil bank to
other crops.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
wish to say that this amendment, if
agreed to, would provide 25 cents a
bushel more this year, for something
to be done next year.

Mr. ELLENDER, That is right. In
other words, it provides for an advance
payment.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No, Mr. Presl-
dent I do not agree. The farmer will

That is cor-
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have to keep within his allotment any-
way.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is, if he is to
receive the $1.50.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes; but not
if he is to receive the $1.25. This is not
necessary if he is to receive the $1.25,
But it does protect the conservation re-
serve.

Mr. ATKEN. Under the present law,
the farmers would have to reduce to
43 million acres this year. That was in-
creased to 51 million acres, with the un-
derstanding that the corn farmers would
have to put an acreage equal to 15 per-
cent of that in the soil bank. By means
of this amendment, we would give them
51 million acres on which to produce
corn, and do nothing about placing acre-
age in the soil bank this year.

Lgr. ANDERSON. That is exactly cor-
reet,

Mr. ELLENDER. As a matter of fact,
as I have pointed out, the farmer could
plant the land and could gather the crop
from it, and then could set aside 15
percent of the land from which he gath-
ered the crop in 1956. I find no essen=-
tial difference between that and an ad-
vance payment. If is really an advance
payment.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Idonot agree
that it is advance payment. However,
Mr. President, I do not care to discuss
the matter further. I think the amend-
ment has merit. I hope it can be taken
to conference and examined there. If
it cannot be, well and good. I am pre-
pared to have the Senate vote now on
the amendment, and to yield back the
time remaining under my control, if
those on the other side are prepared to
yield back the time remaining under
their control.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President——

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
wish to ask a question of the chairman
of the committee. It has been said that
the amendment should be taken to con-
ference, and that if in conference there
were objection to the amendment, it
could be taken out of the bill while the
bill was in conference.

But what if the House accepts the
Senate amendments, and does not re-
quest a conference? In that case, the
amendment will be in the bill.

I think the amendment is a dangerous
one, because I do not know what it would
do to other feed grains. I do not think
it ought to be accepted.

Mr. ELLENDER. Neither do I.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I am prepared to yield back the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been used or yielded back,

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER].

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
is open to further amendment.
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I offer the
amendment which I send to the desk and
ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Virginia will be stated.

The CuHIEF CLERK. At the end of title
3 it is proposed to insert the following:

WHEAT USED ON FARM WEHERE PRODUCED

Sec. 309. That section 335 of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,
is further amended by adding a new subsec-
tion (f) after subsection (e) to read as fol-
lows:

*“(f) The BSecretary, wupon application
made pursuant to regulations prescribed by
him, shall exempt producers from any obli-
gation under this act to pay the penalty on,
deliver to the Secretary, or store the farm
marketing excess with respect to any farm
for any crop of wheat harvested in 1955 or
subsequent years on the following condi-

tions:
“(1) That none of such crop of wheat

is removed from such farm;

“4(2) That such entire crop of wheat is
used for seed on such farm, or is fed on such
farm to livestock, including poultry, owned
by any such producer, or & subsequent owner,
or operator of the farm;

**(8) That such producers and their suc-

cessors comply with all regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary for the purpose of
determining compliance with the foregoing
conditions,
Failure to comply with any of the foregoing
conditions shall cause the exemption to be-
come immediately null and void unless such
failure is due to circumstances beyond the
control of such producers as determined by
the Secretary. In the event an exemption
becomes null and void the provisions of this
act shall become applicable to the same ex-
tent as if such exemption had not been
granted. No acreage planted to wheat in ex-
cess of the farm acreage allotment for a crop
covered by an exemption hereunder shall be
considered In determining any subsequent
wheat acreage allotment or marketing quota
for such farm.,"”

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this
amendment was adopted by the Senate
last year but was not concurred in by
the House. It simply provides that when
a farmer has excess wheat he may feed
the excess wheat on his own farm, or may
use it for seed or for any other purpose on
the farm. In the valley of Virginia suits
have been started by the Department of
Justice against certain farmers to fine
them because they are using their excess
wheat to feed to their own stock.

The purpose of this amendment is to
remove any penalty from a farmer who
raises excess wheat and feeds the wheat
on his own farm.

I believe the distinguished chairman
of the committee has indicated that he
would accept this amendment, because
it was adopted by the Senate last year.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

The Senate has had under considera-
tion the same provision in a separate
Senate bill, and it was also included in
H.R. 12. The Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry has passed upon it many
times. My good friend from New Jersey
[Mr. Smrre]l had it adopted earlier this
year. So far as I am personally con-
cerned, I see no objection to it.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.
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Mr. THYE. If a farmer produces
wheat for his own poultry or hogs or
dairy cattle, there is no reason in the
world why the Government of the United
States should in any sense try to dictate
to him, If he deoes not plant the land
to wheat he is going to plant it to barley
or some other grain which is adapted to
the particular area.

I think the amendment is entirely
proper. There is no reason in the world
why a farmer should not be privileged
to seed what he wishes to seed on his
own acres, and to harvest the crop and
use it on the farm as he sees fit, so long as
he does not put it into the channels of
the market, or send it to be processed or
traded with someone else to replace
someone else’'s wheat. I think the
amendment is a good one.

Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator well
knows, the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry has approved this very
provision on several occasions, and I
do not know of any opposition to it.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be printed in the Recorp at this point
as a part of my remarks an explanation
of the amendment,

There being no objection, the expla-
nation was ordered fo be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

This amendment is identical to S. 46,
which was passed by the Senate on March
28, 1955, but which has not been reported
by the House Committee on Agriculture.
It would exempt wheat producers from
marketing penalties, beginning with the
1955 crop, if such producers used the entire
crop produced on the farm for seed or feed
on the farm. This amendment would be
retroactive to forgive claims for marketing
penalties under the 1955 crop. A provi-
sion similar to this one was included in the
Senate amendment to H. R. 12, but was re-
Jected in conference.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr., ALLOTT. As I understand, the
farmer would still have to comply with
his allotments, if any.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; in order to re-
ceive price support.

Mr. ALLOTT. This amendment
would apply only to the surplus stored
on the farm.

Mr. ELLENDER. It would apply only
where the entire wheat production was
used on the farm for feed or seed.

Mr. ALLOTT. I wish to associate my-
self with the remarks of the Senator
from Louisiana and the Senator from
Minnesota. I think the provisions of
this amendment should be adopted.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been used or yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Byrpl.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, McCLELLAN, Mr. President, on
behalf of my colleague [Mr. FULBRIGHT]
any myself, I offer the amendment, which
I send to the desk and ask to have stated.

8495

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Arkansas will be stated.

The CHiEF CLERK. On page 34, be-
tween lines 4 and 5, it is proposed to
insert the following:

SALES OF RICE UNDER PUBLIC LAW 480

SEc, 204. (a) Section 101 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act
of 1954, as amended, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following: “The Presi-
dent shall exert every effort to consummate
agreements with oriental countries under
this session for the sale of rice so long as
rice remains a surplus agricultural com=-
modity.”

(b) Section 108 of such act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following:
“Each such report shall fully describe nego-
tlations for agreements for the sale of rice
which have occurred since the last purchase
report, and no offer by any country to enter
into an t for the purchase of rice
under this title shall be rejected until the
details of such offer shall have been reported
to Congress.”

Mr. McCLELLAN. MTr. President, the
amendment which I have just offered on
behalf of my colleague and myself would
merely require the President to make
every effort, under section 101 of Public
Law 480, to consummate agreements
with oriental countries for the sale of
surplus rice for foreign currency.

Section 101 of Public Law 480 author-
izes the Secretary to enter into such
agreements. This amendment would
urge him to do so. It isour understand-
ing that the State Department is cur-
rently holding up such an agreement,
and this amendment would encourage
prompt consideration of that agreement.

I have been asked whether it is manda-
tory. It is not mandatory. It is merely
an expression of urgency in an effort to
try to consummate these agreements.
The amendment would also require the
President to include in his reports to
Congress the facts concerning negotia-
tions for agreements for the sale of rice,
and to withhold the rejection of any
country's offer fo purchase rice until the
details of such offer could be reported
to Congress. I trust the amendment
will be accepted. I have made the ex-
planation of it according to the infor-
mation I have received from the commit-
tee as to what the effect of the amend-
ment will be.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. Without any commit-
ment as to my position on the amend-
ment, I should like to invite the Senator’s
attention to the last page of the amend-
ment on page 2, starting in line 2, ap-
parently something has been omitted,
because the last sentence does not make
sense as it now reads. It reads: “and no
offer by any country shall enter into an
agreement for the purchase of rice,” and
so forth. An offer cannot enter into an
agreement.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I believe that
should refer to a country entering into
an agreement. I ask unanimous con-
sent to strike out the word “shall” in line
3 of page 2 of the amendment, and to
substitute the word “to.” That part of
the sentence would then read: “and no
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offer by any country to enter into an
agreement for the purchase of rice under
this bill shall be rejected,” and so forth.
I so modify my amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator modifies his amendment ac-
cordingly.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
should like to ask a question of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas. Am
I to understand that under the proposed
section 204 (b) any agreement entered
into between the President and any for-
eign government would have to be sub-
mitted to Congress, and no action could
be taken on it unless Congress passed
upon it?

Mr. McCLELLAN. No; that is not
eorrect. It provides that each report the
President submits in connection with
the negotiations shall describe the nego=-
tiations for agreements, and no offer by
any country to enter into an agreement
shall be rejected until the details of the
offer shall have been reported to Con-
gress.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does that not in
eflect give Congress the veto power in
such negotiations?

Mr. McCLELLAN. No; it does not
give any veto power to Congress. The
power to reject is still vested where it
is now, except that the details of an offer
shall be reported to Congress, so that
Congress may have information about
the offer. Congress cannot veto it. It
only gets a report.

Mr. ELLENDER. RBut it would give
the Congress an opportunity to take leg-
islative action, if it thought that nec-
essary. I wonder whether the Senator
would be willing to modify his amend-
ment to make it more or less a directive
to the President to dispose of this rice,
and to strike out section 204 (b). I am
afraid it might cause difficulty in the
House, thus raising the possibility of de-
lay in enacting farm legislation.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I may say to the
distinguished Senator that the amend-
ment as proposed, in subsection “a”,
makes it an urgent request to the Presi-
dent.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand there
is not much objection to that part of the
amendment, but subsection “b™ is the
one to which I have heard determined
opposition expressed.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I ask my good
friend to take the amendment to con-
ference and there give it further study.

Mr. ELLENDER. We are hopeful
that it may not be necessary to have a
conference on the bill, so that it may
be enacted promptly without too muech
delay. That is the primary reason I ask
the Senator to delete the second para-
graph.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I will say to my
good friend that that is a very optimis-
tic hope.

Mr. ELLENDER. That may be; but
it is possible that the bill may be en-
acted without a conference. If the Sen-
ator will simply make his amendment a
directive to the President to make every
effort he can to sell the surplus rice, and
eliminate section 204 (b) I believe he
would increase the possibility of the bill
not having to got conference.
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Personally, I am in full accord with
the Senator's view that as much rice as
can be sold abroad should be sold. I
think the administration has been drag-
ging its feet in this matter, but—in all
due regard to the Senator—I urge him
to modify his amendment so as to in-
crease the possibilty of this bill not hav=-
ing to be sent to conference.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Of course, I wish
to cooperate. I know the Senator is
aware of that fact. If he believes the
bill will not go to conference, and if he
believes it will help to get the bill through
if I modify the amendment, of course I
shall be happy to modify it. I am sure
the Senator knows the conditions with
respect to our rice surplus and how they
have been aggravated, and the urgent
nfcessity of trying to dispose of the sur-
plus.

‘We have seen instances in connection
with amendments to the bill of a depart-
ment of Government apparently pretty
well dictating the policies of this coun-
try with respect to foreign trade. I have
had a little experience along that line re-
cently in the course of my committee’s
investigations. I should like to have
Congress make some expression in this
regard, and I hope the Senator will take
the amendment to conference.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Did I under-
stand the Senator to modify his amend-
ment with respect to subsection (b) ?

Mr. McCLELLAN. No; I have not
modified it as yet in that regard. I
pointed out that the provision is not
mandatory. I said that Congress does
not have a veto power under that sub-
section.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I shall wish to
say something about that point a little
later. However I suggest that beginning
in line 4 on page 1 the Senator amend
the sentence so to provide that the Pres-
ident shall exert every reasonable and
proper effort, instead of the present lan-
guage. The words “shall exert every
effort” are rather inclusive and manda-
tory. It would seem to me that the
President, under that language, would
have to employ the whole machinery of
Government if he were to make every ef-
fort. It would appear to me that every
possible effort would encompass every
phase of the Government.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I believe that in
the accepted use the term “every effort”
it is understood that the purpose is to
urge the President to make every reason-
able effort, of course.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. If the Sen-
ator were to provide that the President
shall make every reasonable effort, that
would be all right, I believe.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I should think the
words there would have that connota-
tion. There is no other intention of
course.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The words in
the language now in the amendment are
subject to the interpretation I have sug-
gested.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the Senator
from Iowa would agree to the amend-
ment with that meodification, I would
have no objection to modifying the lan-
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guage to read that the President shall
make every reasonable and proper effort
in that connection.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe that
that comes very much closer to what I
consider the Senator’s intention to be.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Of course, the
President does not have to make other
than a reasonable and proper effort.
That seems to be implied.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I wish to dis-
cllxsss the latter part of the amendment
also.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Then I shall wait
with my modification until the Senator
has made his remarks.

Mr, ATKEN. I do not believe that the
Senate should accept this amendment.
It directs the President to do what the
Secretary of Agriculture is already doing.
This spring we sold about 10 million
hundredweight of rice to Indonesia and
Pakistan. There is a report current that
India is in the market for a great deal
of rice. I do not understand that to be
the fact. I understand that India is in
the market for other commodities, but
that it can purchase rice from neighbor-
ing Asian countries.

Mr. LANGER. Our Ambassador to In-
dia, Mr. Cooper, said that India is in
the market for wheat and cotton.

Mr. AIKEN. Yes; for wheat and cot-
ton, and also for dairy products. I be-
lieve some people have the mistaken
idea that we can sell India some rice,
when, as a matter of fact, if I am cor-
rectly informed, the Indians do not want
to buy our rice, but want to trade with
the neighboring countries of Burma and
Thailand in order to get their rice.

Furthermore, Mr. President, the sec-
ond part of the amendment, stating that
no offer by any country shall be rejected
until the details of such offer shall have
been reported to Congress, makes Con-
gress the arbiter of every proposed deal
where there may be a little difference of
opinion as to the price.

I do not believe Congress wants to
make the determination of whether an
offer for the purchase of rice from some
Asiatic eountry, which might involve a
great many technical details, shall be
accepted or not. I do not believe we
want to place Congress in that position.

Why should we instruct the Secretary
to do what he is already doing? He sold
almost all the rice the Commodity Credit
Corporation had, until the receipt of the
new crop.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Vermont has ex-
pired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Vermont.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Vermont yield?

Mr. ATIKEN. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. Sales of rice to ori-
ental countries have to be made under
one section of an act. Suppose someone
offered cach? I do not quite understand
the purpose of the amendment. It pro-
vides clearly that it must be done under
the soft-currency section of the trade
act. I do not understand it Mr, Presi-
dent.

Can the Senator from Arkansas ex-
plain to me why we want to bar a coun-
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try from paying us dollars, if it can
do so?

Mr. McCLELLAN., Mr. President, we
do not bar them any more than we did
in the original act. It is in furtherance
of the policy in the original act.

Mr. ANDERSON. But the President
is supposed to exercise every effort——

Mr. McCLELLAN. To carry out the
policy set forth in the original act.

Mr. ANDERSON. But the particular
section of the act to which the Senator
has reference provides for soft-currency
sales. Why do we want to do it under
that section in preference to sales for
dollars or sterling?

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is a part of
the policy of the act to which this is an
amendment. The act declared it to be
the policy of Congress to expand inter-
national trade between the United States
and friendly nations and facilitate the
convertibility of currency, to promote
the economiec stability of American agri-
culture and the national welfare, and to
make maximum use of surplus agricul-
tural commodities in furtherance of the
foreign policy of the United States; also
to stimulate and to facilitate the ex-
pansion of foreign trade in agricultural
commodities produced by the United
States by providing means whereby such
surplus agricultural commodities in ex-
cess of the usual marketing of such com-
modities may be sold through private
trade channels and foreign currency ac-
cepted in payment.

Mr. ANDERSON. This is the soft-
currency section of the trade act. Sup-
pose someone wanted to buy some com-
modity for hard currency.

Mr. McCLELLAN. There is nothing to
prevent selling for cash. The original
act does not say that a sale cannot be
made for American dollars.

Mr. ANDERSON. It provides for soft
currency or giveaways.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Where we cannot
sell for cash, That is the whole purpose
of it. We can sell for American dollars,
but the purpose is to try to get rid of
the surplus, and, in this instance, to get
rid of it for soft currency if we cannot
get rid of it otherwise.

Mr. ANDERSON. If it said “If we
cannot get hard currency”’——

Mr. McCLELLAN. This does not say
that.

Mr, ANDERSON. It says:

The President shall exert every effort to
consummate agreements.

Under this section——

Mr. McCLELLAN. Section 101.

Mr. ANDERSON, That is the soft
currency section.

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. But, why?

Mr, McCLELLAN. Because he will not
be able to get rid of the surplus for hard
currency.

Mr. HICEKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, does the Senator from Arkansas
modify his amendment as suggested a
few moments ago?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
am willing to modify it if I know the
amendment will be accepted. I do not
like to eliminate anything unless I re-
ceive something in return.
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Mr, President, I am perfectly willing
to offer the modification. I think the
first part of the amendment should be
modified by inserting in line 5, after the
word “every” the words “reasonable and
proper.”

I think that is a proper modification. I
hope the amendment will be accepted.

I further modify the amendment, Mr.
President, by withdrawing subsection
(b). With those modifications, Mr. Pres-
ident, I trust the amendment will be ac-
cepted.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Louisiana yield back
the remainder of his time?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Arkansas, [Putting the question.]

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
ask for a division.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A di-
vision is requested.

On g division, the amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I offer
an amendment, which I ask to have read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Mexico will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERE. On page 49,
between lines 8 and 9, it is proposed to
insert the following:

VIRGINIA AND VALENCIA-TYPE PEANUTS
Sec. 408. Section 3568 (¢) (2) of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,
is amended by inserting after the second
sentence thereof a new sentence as follows:
“The Secretary is authorized and directed to
increase the allotment for any State produe-
ing Valencia- or Virginia-type peanuts upon
the written request of one or more processors
within such State if such processors provide
the Secretary with such assurances as he
may deem necessary that the peanuts pro-
duced on the additional acreage requested
will be purchased by such processor or prac-

essors at not less than the parity price.”

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, an
amendment similar to this was adopted
by the Senate when the last farm bill
was passed. It has for its purpose pro-
tecting the acreage of those States—and
there are about 10 of them—which have
less than 10,000 acres of peanuts in pro-
duction. They are States like New Mex-
ico, Texas, and even Virginia,

This type of peanut is very limited in
its acreage. The amendment provides
that the acreage which those States now
have shall not be reduced any further.
It used to be that New Mexico had as
much as 12,000 acres. Now it has 5,600
acres. We should like to have the
amendment agreed to because we want
to protect the 5,600 acres.
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I hope the chairman of the commit-
tee will take the amendment to confer-
ence.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, an
amendment similar to the amendment
which has been offered by the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico was
adopted by the Senate and made a part
of H. R. 12, but it was eliminated in con-
ference. A while ago, the Senator from
New Mexico spoke to me about the
amendment. I told him that the House
conferees were against this provision,
but that so far as I was concerned I
would leave the question to the Senate.
I doubt, however, that the amendment
could be retained in conference, if we
have a conference.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I know the Senator
from Louisiana will do his utmost on
behalf of the amendment. That is all
I can expect.

Mr. ER. There has been a
widespread expression of opinion by
many Senators that the bill should not
be overloaded with amendments, so as
to perhaps avoid the necessity of a con=-
ference.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I think the protection
of 5,600 acres of peanuts in my State is
extremely important.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from New Mexico yield back
the remainder of his time?

Mr. CHAVEZ. I do.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, I call up my amendment des=
ignated “5-17-56—J" and ask that it be
read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor=
mation of the Senafe.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 56,
beginning with line 16, it is proposed to
strike out down to line 8 on page 58.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania:
President, I yield myself 8 minutes.

The amendment strikes out all of sec-
tion 402 of H. R. 10875, relating to “For-
est products; price reporting; research.”

Section 402 would authorize the Sec=
retary of Agriculture to:

First. Establish a system of price re-
porting in the marketing of such prod-
ucts;

Second. Provide for expansion of re-
search in the marketing of such prod-
ucts; and

Third. Conduet a study of price trends
and report to Congress within 2 years.

Mr. President, the authorization to do
all of these things has been in the hands
of the Secretary of Agriculture for more
than 25 years. Making it compulsory
that these things be done will require
thousands of woodlot and forest owners,
loggers, and forest mills to file a set of
Government reports at least four times
& year. :

In my remarks made on the floor on
March 15, 1956, I included a list of cur-
rent sourees of information on this sub-
jeet. I shall not take the time of the
Senate to read those sources now, but I

Mr,
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refer Senators to page 4818 through page
4823 of the Recorp of that date.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that for the convenience of the Sen-
ate the discussion of the amendment ap-
pearing on those pages of the RECORD
may be printed at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the matter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Mr. MarTiN of Pennsylvania, Mr. Presi-
dent, I call up my amendment designated
8-7-56-N, which I ask to have read.

The PrEsIING OFFIcER. The clerk will
state the amendment offered by the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. On page 48, begin-
ning with line 3, it is proposed to sirike out
over through line 20 on page 49, as follows:

“FOREST PRODUCTS; PRICE REPORTING, RESEARCH

“SEC. 602. (a) For the purpose of improv=
ing the management and use of forest re-
sources and in order to provide farmers and
other owners of small forest properties with
current information on markets and prices
and to aid them in more efficiently and prof-
itably marketing forest products, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture is hereby authorized and
directed to establish a price reporting service
for baslc forest products, including but not
limited to standing timber and cut forest
products such as sawlogs and pulpwood.

*(b) The price reports made by the Secre-
tary under subsection (a) shall be as to such
species, grades, sizes, and other detall, and
shall be made at such intervals, but at least
quarterly, as he deems appropriate. Such
reports shall be by State or forest regions or
by such other areas as the Secretary consid-
ers advisable, and may, in his discretion, be
made as to one or more areas in advance of
other areas.

“(c) In connection with the gathering of
price information and the dissemination
thereof, the Secretary is authorized to coop-
erate with the State foresters or other appro=
priate State officials or agencies, as well as
with private agencies, and under such condi-
tions and terms as he may deem appropriate.

*{d) The BSecretary of Agriculture ehall
make a study of pricé trends and relation-
ships for basic forest products such as saw-
logs and pulpwood and within 2 years from
the date of enactment of this act shall sub-
mit a report thereon to the Congress.

*(e)- In the conduct of research activities
under the act of May 22, 1928 (45 Stat. 699),
and the act of August 14, 1946, title II (60
Stat. 1087), the Secretary of Agriculture is
directed to conduct and stimulate research
and investigations aimed at developing and
demonstrating standards of quality, collect-
ing and disseminating useful market infor-
mation and developing methods for increas-
ing the efficiency of the marketing and dis-
tribution processes for forest products as a
means of increasing returns to farmers and
other owners of forest properties.

“(f) The Secretary of Agriculture s au-
thorized to issue such regulations as he
deems appropriate in carrying out the pro-
visions of this section.

*(g) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated for the purposes of this section
such sums as may be necessary.”

Mr. MarTin Oof Pennsylvania. Mr. President,
I suggest, if it be possible to do so, that the
junior Senator from Minnesota |Mr. Hum-
PHREY]| be notified that my amendment is
under consideration, because I know he is
interested in opposing the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . The junior Senator
from Minnesota will be so notified.

Mr. ELLENDER. I have sent for him.

The PrEsmiNg OFFICER. How much time
does the Senator from Pennsylvania yield to
himself?
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Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. I yleld my-
self 15 minutes, although I do not think I
will require that amount of time.

Mr. President, this amendment proposes to
strike out all of section 602 of S. 3183, entitled
“Forest Products; Price Reporting; Research.”

Section 602 would authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to—

First. Establish a system of price reporting
on forest products and sales of standing
timber;

Second. Provide for expansion of research
in the marketing of such products; and

Third. Conduct a study of price trends and
report to Congress within 2 years.

I oppose this section for two very funda-
mental reasons:

First, because none of these proposals will
provide any immediate or long-term benefits
to farmers,

Second, because section 602 is unnecessary,
as Congress has already given the Secretary
of Agriculture authority to perform the work
provided in this section.

The Secretary of Agriculture has had this
authority for years—in the Organic Act of the
Department of Agriculture of 1862, in the
McSweeney-McNary Forest Research Act of
1928, and the Research and Marketing Act
of 1946. Section 602 implies that farmers
and other sellers of forest products cannot
get prices or price information on forestry
products. This is not the case.

Many States already provide information
on markets and prices for forest products.
For the other States there is ample authority
for cooperative agreements between such
foresters and the Secretary of Agriculture
to provide needed information.

Economic information regarding forest
products, and research to develop methods
for accumulating market information, is al-
ready being done. There is no useful pur-
pose for duplicating authority or by com-
pelling the Secretary of Agriculture to act
when a more efficient action is belng and
can be taken by the States, in cooperation
with the Secretary of Agriculture, if the
States so desire.

I have in my hand more than two dozen
references to reports and publications which
represent a small sample of the coverage
of this field. £

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed at this point in my remarks, a
listing of these publications and sources of
information on the prices of forest products.

There being no objection, the listing was
ordered to be printed in the Recomp, as fol-
lows:

“LISTING OF SOURCES OF INFORMATION ON
FOREST FRODUCTS FRICES

“From the forest products industry

*“1. All farmers or other sellers of forest
products may at any time learn the prices
offered for forest products which they have
to sell from any buyer, dealer, pulp mill,
sawmill, or other user of forest products if
the latter is in the market and within an
economical shipping range. Many mills post
their prices in newspapers, magazines, over
the radio, mall out notices periodically, and
otherwise make known to all who might be
interested in their prices, specifications and
needs as to volumes of forest products,

“2, Prices for pulpwood, logs, and lumber
are from time to time published in industrial
trade journals which reach in turn many
branches of the United States Forest Service,
and State forestry and extension services
who have various publications or means of
getting this information to farmers and
other sellers of forest products.

“3. Examples of articles or tables of prices
printed in trade journals are as follows:

“A. Page 98, Pulp and Paper magazine, May
1955: Pulpwood Prices in Lower Columbia
River Area; Pulpwood Prices in Lake States;
Trends in Prices of Southeast Pine.

“B. Page 172, the Lumberman, 1955 Forest
Industries Yearbook number: Volume and
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Value of Timber Cut, According to Product,
Southern Forest Reglon, July 1, 1953, to
June 30, 1954. Page 173, Volume and Value
of National Forest Timber Cut, 1905-54.
Page 176, Comparison of Average Stumpage
Prices, 1954, Forest Service Region 6; Volume
and Value of Timber Cut From Department
of Interior Lands. Page 178, Comparison of
Average Appraised and Bid Prices for Major
Species, Region 5; Comparison of Average
Stumpage Prices, 1954, Forest Service Re-
gion 1, Page 179, Comparison of Stumpage
Prices, Eastern Forest Service Region, 1954.

“Page 180, Average Stumpage Prices, South-
west Forest Reglion, 1054. Page 183, Southern
Pine Stumpage Prices, 1953-564, for Forest
Service Region 8 (all species of southern pine
timber included together). Page 184, Com-
parison of Average Stumpage Prices, 1954,
Forest Service Region 3; Comparison of Av-
erage Stumpage Prices, 1854, Forest Service
Region 4. Page 183, Southern Pine Stump-
age Prices, 1953-54, for Forest Service Re-
gion 8 (all species of southern pine timber
included together).

“C. From compilations of Southern Pine
Association, New Orleans, La. (source: U. S.
Forest Service, Atlanta, Ga.); Southern Pine
Stumpage Costs Based on National Forest
Timber Sales—853.

“D. Page 98, the Timberman, February
1956, Log Prices Hold at Previous Levels.

“E. Pages 134-135, the Lumberman, Sep=
tember 18556; Log and Lumber Prices.

“From extension foresters, State forestry
colleges or departments

“All State extension forestry departments,
State forestry departments, forestry and ag-
ricultural schools and colleges have some of
the most significant data on hand concern-
ing prices of forest products or are in a posl-
tiun to advise farmers how to get prices.
Bome States issue periodic reports or occa-
sional bulletins in this field, such as—

“A. Wisconsin Forest Products Price Re-
view; compiled In the extension forestry
office, College of Agriculture, University of
Wisconsin, under the supervision of Fred B.
Trenk, extension forester, the district for-
esters of the Wisconsin Conservation Depart=
ment, and the wood-using industries co-
operating.

“B. Forest Market Report, 1952; extension
service in agriculture and liome economics,
University of New Hampshire, in cooperation
with the State forestry and recreation com-

. mission.

“C. Marketing Woodlot Products in the
State of Washington; institute of forest
products, department of conservation and
development, 303 Anderson Hall, University
of Washington, Seattle, Wash.; Bulletin No.
15, 1954.

“The United States forest experiment sta-
tions are constantly making studies, doing
research and issuing reports, notes, and ad-
vice to farmers a1 other forest owners.
Examples of some of their work in this fleld
are:

“A. Southeastern Forest Experiment Sta-
tion, Asheville, N. C.; Trends in the Price of
Southeastern Pine Pulpwood, 1938-52.

“B. Southeastern Forest Experiment Sta-
tlon, Asheville, N. C.; Station Paper No. 57,
Pine Sawtimber Stumpage Prices in South
Carolina, 1948-54.

“C. Southeastern Forest Experiment Sta-
tion, Asheville, N. C.; Station Paper No. 43,
Pine Sawmilling Costs by Log Size.

“D. Pulpwood and Log Production Costs
in 1945 as Compared With 1940; R. P. Reyn-
olds, forest economist, Southern Forest Ex-
periment Station.

“E. Pulpwood Production Costs in South-
east Arkansas, 1650; Southern Forest Experi-
ment Station.

“F. Cost of Producing Pulpwood on Farm
Woodlands of the Upper Connecticut River
Valley, United States Departmen* of Agri-
culture, Northeastern Forest Experiment
Station, Yale University.
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“From United States Forest Service,
Washington, D. C.

“For years the United States Forest Service
has been making special studies and issuing
technical bulletins such as TB No. 626.
Stumpage Prices of Privately Owned Timber
in the United States (July 1838).

“It used to issue each year a statistical
bulletin entitled ‘Stumpage and Log Prices.’
These were compiled from questionnaires
sent to thousands of buyers of forest prod-
ucts and worked in cooperation with the
Bureau of the Census. This series came out
annually from 1928 to 1948 except for a few
years. The service still collects information
of this type quarterly but it no longer pub-
lishes these bulletins which could in the past
be obtained free or at a nominal charge by
farmers or others interested. The service
does not need any authorization to publish
these bulletins, and should resume this serv-
ice to tree farmers, foresters, and all buyers
and sellers of forest products.

“From United Stales Bureau of the Census

“Some figures on the prices pald or costs
of pulpwood, sawlogs, and other forest prod-
ucts are collected and issued periodically in
the United States Census of Manufacturers.
These figures are, of course, available to all
the previously listed sources of information
that are in a position to get this to tree
farmers, foresters, and others concerned.”

Mr. MarTin of Pennsylvania. Mr, President,
the essentials of section 602 were contained
in 8. 2105, a bill introduced by my distin-
guished colleagues, the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HumpHREY], the Senator from
Oregon |[Mr. NEUBERGER], and the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. SPAREMAN], in the first
session of this Congress. Without public
hearings having been held, we now find the
terms of 8. 2105 appearing as section 602 of
S. 3183.

I am sure the matter was discussed in com-
mittee, but those who would object to section
602 have not been given an opportunity to
be heard.

It 1s strongly suggested that the purpose
of section 602 (d), calling for a study, is a
prelude to “recommending to the Congress
within 2 years an appropriate formula for the
est;b}lshment of parity prices on such prod-
ucts.

Mr. President, we are all interested in farm
legislation, and we should concentrate on a
solution of the problem of farm products
prices and the increasing farm surpluses. I
am opposed to extending this to forest
products.

I realize that the reference to parity prices
1s not in section 602 now, but the study con-
templated is still called for.

‘We should see that this proposal, involving
additional Federal expenditures and costly,
unnecessary reports, in a fleld that has little
bearing on the farm problem, should have a
full and complete hearing.

. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
Senator yleld?

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. Did I understand the Sena-
tor to say the text of 8. 2105 was in section
602 of the pending bill?

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania, Yes, I think
that is correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. Is the SBenator aware that
B. 2105 was very drastically changed by the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, and
that what the Senator has been talking
about is something that is not in that bill?

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I beg to dis-
agree with the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico. It does call for making these
reports.

Mr. AnpERsON, What 1s wrong with the
making of a report?

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania., Referring to
my own State, half of Pennsylvania is covered
with woodland. Owners are now cutting
second growth timber for pulpwood and
chemical wood, and those small owners do

the
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not want to be worried with having to make
these quarterly reports.

Mr. ANpERsON. The Secretary s the one
who is going to make the reports, is he not?

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. How will he
get the information if he does not get it
from the owners?

Mr. AwpEmrsoN. Subsection (d) of section
602 of the bill provides:

“The Secretary of Agriculture shall make
a study of price trends and relationships for
basic forest products and within 2 years
thereafter he shall report thereon to the
Congress.”

Does the Senator object to that?

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr, Presi-
dent, I have great confidence in the Senator
from New Mexico, but I do not see how the
making of such reports would be of any
advantage to the owners of these small tracts
of woodland which exist in many places in
the United States. That is becoming quite
an industry. In my own Stat2 farmers farm
their land during the agricultural season,
and in the wintertime they cut timber for
pulpwood and chemical wood. It used to be
done for pit posts, but such use has been
supplanted by steel. I think the making of
the reports is an unnecessary expense to such
owners. I do not see how it will be of any
advantage, as far as the farm bill is con-
cerned.

Mr. ANDERSON. May I say to the able Sen-
ator that timber is still a crop in many areas,
and, therefore, is part of a farm bill. The
committee from which the bill has been re-
ported is the Senate Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry, and it seems to me that
forestry is a part of the activities of the
committee and that it belongs in a farm bill,

I believe what the Senator has been object-
ing to is something that was in S. 2105, but
it was eliminated from the bill when it was
before the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, I have in my hand a copy of S.
2105, which the Senator has the privilege to
examine, if he wishes. The language in it
was that the Secretary of Agriculture should
collect all that information, and make his
recommendations as to an appropriate for-
mula for the establishment of parity prices
for such products.

That is what stirred up a!l the protests
from the sawmill operators, but when the
language was changed by the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry so it bore no rela-
tionship to that, I understand all those peo-
ple withdrew their opposition to it.

I am not sure the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania has the latest information on the bill,
because when we eliminated the provision
requiring the persons affected to submit a
report, the forest people agreed to it. I know
the able chairman of the committee, the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEnDER]| had
protests from his State, but when the forest
people found out that language had been
eliminated, they agreed that the bill was
satisfactory.

I wondered if there are operators in Penn-
sylvania who object to the Secretary of Agri-
culture’s making the report. We have taken
out of the language the provision that the
sawmill operators, generally speaking, ob-
Jected to, and that was arriving at a parity
formula.

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. I agree fully
that this is & matter for the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, because forestry,
particularly what we in our State call small
woodlots, is a very important segment of agri-
culture. In my own State there is a payroll
in the forestry industry which amounts to
about & half million dollars. It has really
become a big business. As I stated a moment
ago, half of Pennsylvania is covered with
woodland, With the exception of probably
10,000 acres, the timber is all second growth.
Our people feel this is just a step for requiring
a quarterly forestry report, which will re-
quire a great deal of effort. Farm people
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do not have the clerical help to make re
of this kind. - i

In addition to that, 1t seems to me it in-
volves an additional expense. It probably
means that the Secretary of Agriculture will
have to have a payroll for additional em-
Pployees,

Mr. HumpHREY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BisrE in the
chair). Does the Senator from Pennsylvania
yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. I am glad
to yield.

Mr. HumpHREY. I think my gocl friend,
the Senator from Pennsylvania, has already
made the point that—as has already been
pointed out—the language to which we are
now referring is not the language of the
bill (8. 2105), to which there was objection.
Instead, the Senator from Pennsylvania is
speaking of the fear that these farmers will
have to do considerable clerical work in mak-
ing the reports.

However, if the Senator from Pennsylvania
will note subsections (b), (¢), and (e) of
section 602 of Senate bill 3183, the pending
bill, as those subsections appear on pages
48 and 49, he will note in subsection (b) a
provision that—

“The price supports made by the Secretary
® * * shall be as to such species, grades,
sizes, and other detail, and shall be made at
such intervals, but at least quarterly, as he
deems appropriate—"

And so forth. Then In subsection (¢), we
find that—

“(e) In connection with the gathering of
price information and the dissemination
thereof, the Secretary is authorized to co=-
operate with the State foresters or other ap-
propriate State officlals or agencles, as well
as with private agencies, and under such
conditions and terms as he may deem appro-
priate.”

So the entire purpose here is, as has been
stated by the Benator from Pennsylvania in

‘the course of his own argument, to provide

to the very large number of small-timber
farmers, accurate economic and statistical
information in regard to current price trends.
Throughout the Nation there are thousands
and thousands of timber farmers who have
no means at all of knowing what the overall
market price for various types of timber is
unless they obtain that information from
the large timber companies. It seems to me
that when statistical information is being
presented by the Department of Agriculture
in regard to practically every commodity one
can think of, except timber——

The PrestoiNg OrFFiceR. The 15 minutes
yielded to himself by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania have expired.

Mr. HumpHREY. Mr. President, will the
chairman of the committee yleld some time
to me?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yleld 5 min-
utes to the Senator from Minnesota.

The PresmING OrFIcER, The Senator from
Minnesota is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HumpHreY. I thank the Senator from
Loulsiana,

Mr. President, 1t appears that, because of
the very lack of such information, there is
need for the compilation of such statistical
and economic reports.

The language of Senate bill 2105, to which
there was some objection, required thet the
Secretary set up a formula for a parity-price
structure. But that language has been
stricken from the pending bill, Sencte bill
3183.

The only purpose at all in this case is to
give timber farmers a chance to market their
products under conditions under whicia they
will know what the going market price is,
rather than to have to have the big lumber
companies say to them, “This is the price.”
No one in the world would want to operate
on such a basis. The Department of Agri-
culture, the Department of Labor, and the
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Department of Commerce prepare statistical
material on practically every conceivable
subject, save timber.

Mr. FLanpERS. Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania yield to me?

Mr. MarTiN of Pennsylvania. I am glad to

eld.
sriMJ:. Frawpers. The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania has described a forest situation which
seems to me to be almost a duplicate of that
existing in my own State.

What I do not understand is why that is
not an argument for having price reports
from the Department of Agriculture, for
somewhat the reasons as those stated by the
Benator from Minnesota. I do not know
what the purchasers of lumber in my State
think about the matter; but I feel very safe
in saying that the producers of lumber from
emall tracts would strongly welcome such
price reports, and would be grateful for them.

I hope we shall not make it impossible for
them to take advantage of such reports.

Mr. MarTiIN of Pennsylvania. In answer
to the distinguished Senator from Vermont,
let me say that before he entered the Cham-
ber, I submitted a long list of places in vari-
ous parts of the United States where that
information can be cobtained. I have not
received any complaint from a single small
woodlot owner in my State that he has not
‘been able to secure this information. But I
have received a considerable number of com-
plaints that they are fearful that they may
be required to make quarterly reports, and
that this provision will be the first step in
requiring them to do so.

Mr. HuMPHREY, Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania yield further to me?

Mr. MarTiN of Pennsylvania. I am glad
to yleld.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In view of the market
quotations the Department of Agriculture
issues on milk products, on cereal grains, and
fruits and vegetables, and on practically every
other commodity one can think of, I think
it is fair to say that the farmers themselves
are not required to make quarterly reports.

Generally, there is cooperation by the local
State marketing services, along with what-
ever Federal agencies may be operating in
the area—and with all of them directing
their activities to the study of these par-
ticular commodities, and working in coop-
eration with the Department of Agriculture.
I know that is the situation in our State, and
I am sure it must be a rather universal situ-
ation—namely, that a State agency works
with the Federal agency, in connection with
these marketing reports.

Mr. AIReN. Oh, yes. BSo far as I know, all
the State agencies favor the issuance of this
information. As I understand, the Forest
Service now has authority to issue most of
the reports contemplated by the section, but
it never has had appropriations with which
{0 do the work.

The original proposal of the Senator from
Minnesota contained a proviso for establish-
ing parity prices for forest products. I think
it would be almost impossible to do so, be-
cause 1 stand of timber might be worth $25
a thousand, and an identical stand only a
mile away might not be worth $10 & thousand
on the stump, because of the terrain,

Mr. HUMPHREY. As in the case of many
proposals, when we get them under the light
of examination, we find their weaknesses,

Mr. ATKEN. Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. "So we withdrew that
provision; and the bill does mot now con-
tain any direction at all for the establish-
ment of parity prices for forest products.
But the bill does contain a direction for the
issuance of marketing reports, in the pro-
-vislon on page 49 that—

“The Secretary of Agriculture is directed
to conduct and stimulate research and in-
vestigations almed at developing and dem-
onstrating standards of quality, collecting
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and dissemlnating useful market informa-
tion, and developing methods for increasing
the efficiency of the marketing and distri-
bution processes for forest products as a
means of increasing returns to farmers and
other owners of forest properties.”

The PresipiNG OrFFicEr. The time of the
Benator from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield an
additional 5 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota.

The PrESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from
Minnesota is recognized for 5 minutes more.

Mr. HuMmpHREY. Mr. President, I merely
say that we are here dealing with two feat-
ures of the bill. One of them calls for the
preparation and issuance of marketing re-
ports; the other relates to the stimulation
of research and investigation—and I now
read from the provision—‘to conduct and
stimulate research and investigations almed
at developing and demonstrating standards
of quality, collecting, and disseminating
useful market information, and developing
methods for increasing the efficiency of the
marketing and distribution processes for
forest products as & means of increasing
returns to farmers and other owners of
forest properties.”

It seems to me that part of the bill has
great economic value.

Mr. ErrenpeER., The Senator from Minne-
sota is referring to section 601 and section
602 of the bill, in title VI, beginning on page
46—the section relating to reforestation pro-
grams, is he not?

Mr. HumPHREY. That is correct. That Is
the proposal the Senator from Vermont
sponsored—a proposal which I belleve is long
overdue; and I belleve it may amount to one
of the greatest advances in forestry that has
been made in years. I refer particularly to
sectlon 602, under the heading *“Forest
Products; Price Reporting; Research.” It
deals with the marketing of forest products.

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. My amend-
ment proposes that all of sectlon 602 be
stricken from the bill.

Mr, HuMPHREY. Mr. President, the Senator
from Pennsylvania and I have had some per-
sonal conversations about this subject.

Let me say, in passing, that I have just left
the Senate restaurant, to retuwrn to the floor;
and I left at my table in the restaurant a
platter of wonderful roast beef. It Is unfor-
tunate to have to do that.

Mr. MarTiNn of Pennsylvania. I am very
sorry that occurred. -

Mr., HumpHREY. However, let me say that
I think the Senafor from Pennsylvania and
I understand each other’s positlons now, par=-
ticularly in light of the original proposal con-
tained in Senate bill 2105, requiring the Sec-
retary to set up a formula for a parity price
structure. That provision of Senate bill 2105
has been deleted from the bill which now is
before us; but the pending bill—S. 3183—still
contains the provisions to which we have just
referred, namely, those dealing with price re-
porting and research in the case of forest
products.

I have recelved telegrams and letters on
that subject; and I have replied that the lan-
guage calling for a formula for a parity-price
‘structure for forest products has been elimi-
nated from this bill, and that in the pending
bill we have included provision for the mini-
mum which should be done, namely, bring-
ing up to date the reporting services of the
Department of Agriculture. I hope that pro-
vision will be left in the bill.

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. President,
I may say that the principal objection I have
received to this part of the bill comes from
our Pennsylvania Department of Forests and
Waters, It claims that it already is giving
this kind of service; and it says that this sec-
tlon of the bill will eall for a duplication and
for an additional payroll on the part of the
Federal Government which will be unneces-
Ssary.
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Mr, ANpERSON. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania yield to me?

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. I yleld.

Mr. ANDERsoN. Did I correctly understand
the SBenator from Pennsylvania to say that
the Pennsylvania Department of Forests and
‘Waters has been making a study of price
trends and relationships for basic forest prod-
ucts, such as is mentioned in section 602 of
the pending bill?

Mr, MarTIN of Pennsylvania. That is core
rect.

Mr. Anperson. Has that department pub-
lished anything on that subject.

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. It has issued
bulletins; and any citizen of the Common-
wealth has a right to get in touch with our
department of forests and waters. That de-
partment has been doing this work for sev=
eral years.

Mr. AnpERsSON, It has been issuing reports
on price trends?

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. It studies all
such matters, including the matter of addi-
tional output for forest products.

Mr, AnbpersoN. Does the Senator from
Pennsylvania happen to have one of that de-
partment’s reports with him?

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania.
am sorry to say.

Mr. AwpersoN. It has been a well-kept
secret.

Mr. MarTiv of Pennsylvania, It has not
been in Pennsylvania.

Mr. Corron. Mr. President, will the gen=
tleman from Pennsylvania yleld to me?

Mr. MasTiN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield myself 5 additional minutes.

I now yield to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr. CorTon., Mr. President, I wish to say to
the Senator from Pensylvania that I desire to
associate myself with him, in support of his
amendment.

In my State we have a pulp and paper in-
dustry which has been struggling to hold its
own for a long period of time. If section
602 means anything, if it has any force or ef-
fect, it will lead to the establishment of the
kind of reporting service and the kind of in-
vestigating service which will mean the re-
quirement of reports and statistics to satis-
fy every snooper who comes along to get sta-
tistics on everybody's business.

My people are extremely apprehensive, not
with respect to what section 602 provides on
the face of it today, in this measure, but what
it may lead to. If it is as innocuous as I am
sure it is belleved by its proponents to be,
the service and the information can readily
be obtained by the Department of Agricul-
ture without the authority proposed to be
written into this farm bill. If it has any
force or effect, it may lead to all kinds of
reports.

My people would have desired to appear
before the committee with regard to this
section if they had been given the oppor-
tunity. While I am sure that this provision
was placed in the bill with perfectly good
intent, I must commend the Senator from
Pennsylvania for his amendment.

I think section 601 is thoroughly justified.
In view of the fact that section 602 was not
placed in the bill as the result of hearings,
and in view of what it may lead to, I think
section 602 could well be deleted without
unduly weakening the effect of the bill

Mr. ANpERSEON. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania yield so that I may
ask the Senator from New Hampshire a ques-
tion?

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. I yield to
the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANpERsOoN. Section 601 was also placed
in the bill without hearings. Would not the
Senator like to strike that too? 4

Mr. CorronN. No.

Mr. AnpERsON. That gives the State some-
thing.

I do not, I
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Mr. Corron. If something good is In the
bill without hearings, I am for it. But if I
am afraid of something in the bill, which
has been placed there without hearings, I
am against it.

Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. President, I yield 3 min-
utes to the distinguished Senator from Ver=-
mont [Mr. FLANDERS].

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, with regard
to the local sentiment with respect to the
proposed operation, I think I can say confi-
dently to the Senator from Pennsylvania
that my own people in the State of Vermont
have become increasingly interested in ob-
taining a better commercial return from
their hardwoods. They have just awakened
to the fact that they live in one of the finest
hardwood producing regions in the country,
and that they have never been accustomed
to making a business out of the exploitation
of those hardwoods. From conversations and
correspondence which I have had, not di-
rectly with relation to section 602, but with
relation to the problem of getting a substan-
tial return from one great natural resource,
I feel safe in saying that the people of our
State would be thoroughly in favor of section
602.

Mr. HuompHREY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Loulsiana yield to me?

Mr. ELLENDER., Mr. President, how much
time have I?

The PreEsipiNg OFFICER. The Senator from
Loulsiana has 20 minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yleld 5 minutes to the
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, I merely
wish to invite the attention of the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. Corron] to
the fact that under the terms of the bill the
Becretary is not only authorized to estab-
lish a price reporting service for basic forest
products, but he is directed to do so.

The opposition which I have encountered
with respect to this section comes from the
lumber companies. I have received several
letters and telegrams from that source.
Some of the largest timber and lumber
firms in America have their headquarters or
their bases of operations in the State of
Minnesota. I regret that they have not
shown an interest in this reporting service,
but I also say that the small timber farmer,
who is an important part of the agricultural
economy, is entitled to fair, prompt, accu-
rate, economic information as to his mar-
ket prices. Today he is at the mercy of the
purchaser, who will tell him what the price
is, without any comparison whatever as to
what is going on in other areas or other
reglons. It is not right.

The only purpose of this section is to bring
economic information, on an area and re-
glonal basis, to the attention of the tim-
ber farmers, so that they can see whether
or not they are getting a falr price for their
commodity. It is strictly an informational
service.

When we look at the basic law of the De-
partment, we find that when the Depart-
ment was established the first thing the Sec-
retary was directed to do was to supply and
disseminate information. In this particu-
lar section the single purpose, with the ex-
ception of improving the research in respect
to the marketing of timber products, which
surely 1s a desirable effect, 1s to see to it that
information relating to quality and price of
timber products, and all forms of forest
products, is made avallable to the producers.

While I do not wish to pit one area against
another, the commissioner of conservation
in our State, and the State Forestry Service,
have advised me this week that they are in
support of a price-reporting system.

We have 22 million acres of forest land
in the State of Minnesota, 11 million acres
under State and Federal jurisdiction, and 11
million acres privately owned. That seems
to me to be a substantial amount of terri-
tory.
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If I thought this section would accoms-
plish anything more than the provision of
economic information, I would say that it
would mrerit prolonged consideration. But
why deny to one group in our economy in-
formation which another group receives?
We have a Securities and Exchange Com-
mission demanding information with re=-
spect to stocks and bonds—information as
to price, and all other factors relating to
stock certificates. Such information is made
available to the public. That is a Govern-
ment operation.

We have a Bureau of Labor Statisties, fur-
nishing information with regard to labor
problems.

We have a Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics, and a Marketing Service for agri-
culture. However, strange as it may seem,
we have no information on forest products,
yet forest products represent one of the
great assets in the agricultural economy.

Mr. CorronN, Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor yleld?

Mr. HovmrHreY, I yield.

Mr. CorToN. If the Secretary is to have the
authority, and is to be instructed to obtain
this information, how does the Senator un-
derstand he is to obtain the information?

Mr. HumpHREY. The language in sub-
section (¢) is as follows:

“{¢) In connection with th2 gathering of
price information and the dissenrination
thereof, the Secretary is authorized to coop-
erate with the Btate foresters or other ap-
propriate State officials or agencies, as well as
with private agencles, and under such con-
ditions and terms as he may deem appro-
priate.”

The Secretary may seek the cooperation of
State agencles and private groups, large hold-
ers of timber, and conservation groups. He
may use such sources of information as he
chooses, with respect to any marketing con-
dition,

Mr. CorroN. Which impression does the
Senator wish to leave in the Recorp—that
the Becretary will require the information,
or seek 1t?

Mr. HumpHREY. He is authorized to co-
operate with State foresters. That is the
language of the suhbsection.

Mr. Corron, I assure the Senator that I
am asking these guestions for information,
and not to be argumentative.

Does this section contemplate giving the
Secretary authority to require from private
industries periodic reports, statistics, and
information about their business?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the lan-
guage says:

“The Secretary is authorized to cooperate
with the State foresters and other appropriate
State officials or agencies as well as with
private agencies, and under such conditions
and terms as he may deem appropriate.”

Mr. CorronN. May we understand——

The PresipiNG OFrFIcER., The time of the
Benator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yleld 2 more minutes to
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. CorroN, May we understand, and may
the Rrcorp so show, that it is not the in-
tention of Congress in enacting section 602
to give the Secretary of Agriculture or any-
one else authority arbitrarily to force private
operators to make reports on their business,

Mr. HumpHREY. I would not want to say
that. I do not know whether the Secretary
would find it necessary to do so.

Mr. AnpERsON. Mr. President, I belleve I
can answer that question. Perhaps I can
be helpful to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire on that point.

Mr. HuMPHREY, I yleld to the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. At the present time the
Secretary of Agriculture has a right to gather
current information on the markets and the
prices of wheat. That does not give the
Secretary authority to go to the Pillsbury
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Mills and say to them, “I want to know ex-
actly how much money you are making every
day of the year.”

That is not the intention of the provision.
It should be remembered that farm forests
are becoming extremely Important in this
country. In great areas of the South efforts
have been made recently by hundreds of
people to retire some land and put it into
slash pine. We are short of newsprint and
other types of paper.

I believe it would be very helpful if we
could get more information about that. The
enactment of the provision would provide
current information on markets and prices,
and would aid in the more efficient market-
ing of farm products.

Mr. Corron. If the section referred to be-
comes law, is the information, so far as pri=-
vate operations are concerned, to be fur-
nished on a voluntary basis, or is It to be
on a compulsory basis?

Mr. HuMPHREY. I am sure it is purely vol-
untary. It would be a request by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture. He can make the re-
quest, but there is no language in the pro-
vision which says that he can order anyone
to do it. It says he shall cooperate. He is
authorized to cooperate, but he cannot de=-
mand It.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. President,
we are getting some very good information.
I should like to comment on subsection (f)
which provides:

“The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized
to issue such regulations as he deems ap-
propriate in carrying out the provisions of
this section.”

The PrEsiping OFFICER. The time of the
Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yleld 2 addi-
tional minutes to the Senator from Minne-
sota.

Mr. AIKEN, Mr, President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. HumpHREY. I yleld.

Mr. ATKEN. As I understand, the regula-
tions would pertain to administrative proce-
dures only, and would not compel a mill
owner or timberland owner to do this or that.

Mr. HuMPHREY, I should say so. The Sena-
tor's explanation is correct. This is ordinary
language. It would spell out the responsi-
bility—and that language is always used—
in order to authorize the Secretary to issue
such regulations as he deems to be appro-
priate in carrying out the provision of the
section. That is the only way in which the
Secretary could operate.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President——

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. President,
I should like to make a little further com=-
ment on subsection (f). It has very much
to do with the intentions of this section. I
wish to read it again:

“The Secretary of Agriculture is author-
ized to issue such regulations as he deems
appropriate in carrying out the provisions of
this section.”

Would not that language permit the Sec-
retary to force every small timber owner in
this country to make a report as to how much
acreage he has, how much he has sold during
the year, what price he received for it, and
so forth? Could not the Secretary of Agri-
culture issue regulations of that character?

Mr. HumpHREY. That is not my under=
standing, because the language in subsection
(c) provides that the Secretary is authorized
to cooperate, not directed to cooperate.

Mr. ANpERSON, Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield on that point?

Mr. HumpHREY. I yield.

Mr. AwnpErsoN. It is a well-established
practice of the Department of Agriculture
that unless there is a penalty accompanying
regulations for reporting, the Secretary can-
not enforce it on anyone, That has been
decided about five times. The guestion has
been settled that unless there is a penalty
provision attached, the BSecretary cannot
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_compel anyone to do it. If a smaller farmer
does not wish to answer the inquiry of the
Secretary, all he need do is to write back
and say, “It is none of your business.”

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. President,
in answer to that I should like to say that
the farmers of Pennsylvania wish to comply
with the law. If they get a request from
any de t of Government they answer
_it to the best of their ability. I do not want
them to have the feeling that there is some-
thing being held over them.

The Presminc OrrFicer. The time of the
Senator from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yleld 2 min-
utes to the senior Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. TayYE. Mr. President, I have received
quite & number of communications relative
to section 602 of the act. I have made reply
to them. There has been some apprehension
on the part of those engaged in the produc-
tion of pulpwood and in the harvesting of
pulpwood. They have had some concern
in connection with this section. I can as-

-sure them that their fears are groundless,
“There s nothing in this section of the act
that will make anything mandatory.

I have a message from an assoclation which
thought this would be a reestablishment of
what was in the old NRA Act. Nothing could
be further from the truth. I merely wish
to say that crop reporting cards and live-
stoek reporting cards are sent out through
regular channels of mail to producers, and
they fill in those cards to show what their
livestock is and what they anticipate will be
the number of cattle and the number of hogs,
and so forth.

That is information which is of value to
everyone in the production of agricultural
products and in the processing and purchas-
ing of agricultural commodities.

Therefore I would say that the timber
price reporting we have provided for in the
bill under section 602 will be a service to
anyone engaged in forestry or pulpwood ac-
tivities, It will be of benefit to the little
farmer, who may have a few cords of pulp-
wood or a few posts or a few telephone poles.
He will know about national market trends
and about values,

For that reason I wish to say to those who

“have written to me, if they will read the
Recorp, that they need have no fears. I be-
lieve it will be a valuable service to them.
It will not be mandatory. It will not be a
regulation which will compel them to fill out
extensive questionnaires periodically.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 2 min-
utes to the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. Anperson. I merely wish to point out
to the Senators from Pennsylvania and New
Hampshire, who have a perfectly sound rea-
son to question this matter, that the soil-
bank provisions, on which we will vote soon
In connection with this bill, in section 224 of
the bill, provides:

*“The Secretary shall prescribe such regula-
tions as he determines necessary to carry out
the provisions of this act.”

I express the hope that we will not strike
that provision from the bill. ‘The Secretary
of Agriculture must have the power to pre-
scribe such regulations. Other agricultural
laws contain similar provisions. If we go
back to the original Soll Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act of 1938, we find that
it authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to
conduct surveys and investlgations and re-
search relating to the character of soll ero-
sion and the preventive measures needed.
The same provision is carried in other acts.
I do not believe the Secretary of Agriculture
will say to every farmer in the land, “You
glve me a detailed description as to exactly
how much soil erosion exists on your land,
or I will send you to jail.”

The Department of Agriculture does not
work that way. The Secretary of Agriculture
does not work that way. The Department of
Agriculture tries to be friendly to the farm-
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-ers of this country, and tries to help them.
The Department was established for the
purpose of disseminating information, first
to the agricultural colleges, then to the ex-
tension agencies, and then on to the actual
people who serve the farmers.

I am glad we have had this discussion this
evening, because I would not want the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to take any advantage out
of this provision and try to destroy what has
been going on for years. I do believe that
the committee, which considered this subject
very carefully and which struck from it the
language that we regarded as objectionable,
has put the provision into such shape that
we can safely adopt it, without doing any

.damage to anyone,

The PresipiNG OrFFicer. The Senator from
Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. ErLLENDER, Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DIRKSEN |.

Mr. DiRESEN. Mr. President, basically I
ghare the solicitude of the Senator from
Pennsylvania with regard to matters of this
kind, but he will note that these functions
cannot be exercised until a specific appro-
priation is made. If the Benator’s people
wish to come before the subcommittee on
agricultural appropriations, while I cannot
speak for the chairman, I think I can say
that they will receive a very good hearing,
and if there are any abuses, the appropria-
tion can be denied.

Mr, ANDERSON. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Illinois yleld?

Mr. DmseN. I yield.

Mr, AnDERSON. The Senator from Illinois
was a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee of the House when I was in the De-
partment of Agriculture, and he recognized
the power of the purse, and if there was a
function which was going badly, he saw that
it was trimmed down. That is what would
happen under this provision.

The PreEsmIiNG O¥rFICER. The Senator from
Pennsylvania has 9§ minutes remaining.

Mr. CorronN. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania. I yleld.

Mr. Corron. I wish to say to the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico that after
he completed his assurance, all that I was
interested in was having the record clearly
show that it was not the purpose of the
Congress to impose a compulsory reporting
system upon the farmers.

I was a little bit disturbed by the remarks
of the Senator from Illinois, because I do
not like to have the record indicate that
the people have recourse to the Appropria-
tions Committees to stop appropriations be-
fore they are safe on this point. If the
record clearly shows that in the
section is intended to make a compulsory
reporting system incumbent upon the oper-
ators, I am perfectly satisfied, and I thank
the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. The purpose of a section
of this character is to establish the legisla-
tive history, and I think that has been ade-
quately done.

The PRESIDING OrrFicER. Does the Senator
from Pennsylvania yield back the remainder
of his time?

Mr. MarTiN of Pennsylvania, Yes, Mr.
President.

Mr. ErrenpER. Mr. President, I yield back
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time has been
yielded back. .

The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania,

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania, Mr.
President, the Senate-House conference
committee, after careful consideration,

dropped the provision from the earlier
farm bill.
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It adds nothing to the solution of the
farm crop-surplus problems which are
tAh?: indicated objectives of the Soil Bank

ct.

Prices of forest products, and particu-
larly of forest stumpage, have local ap-
plication only. Little interstate com-
merce is involved in the sale of primary

forest products, and no interstate com-

merce is involved in stumpage sales—
this in itself points to price reporting
being a State or private responsibility.

Any producer of primary forest prod-
ucts may obtain price information by
contacting the purchasing companies or
consulting foresters. Such prices are
current in application and much more
significant than those obtained through
reported averages of past transactions.

Private-industry associations are al-
ready reporting and publishing price in-
formation.

Mr. President, it seems to me this is
an unnecessary provision, and I sincerely
lgio]fe the Senate will strike it from the

Mrs. SMITH of Maine.
dent, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield to
the Senator from Maine?

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania.
much time does the Senator desire?

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. A half min-
ute.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. I yield
a half minute to the Senator from Maine,

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President,
I wish to associate myself with the able
senior Senator from Pennsylvania and
express my support of the remarks he
has made. Section 402 would place an
undue burden on the forestry industry in
my State, and I feel that the disadvan-
tages would far outreach any benefits
which might be derived.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
amendment to strike out section 402,
which provides only for forest products,
price reporting, and research by the De-
partment, was incorporated in the bill
at the behest of the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HuvmpeREY]. The section does
not impose any reporting requirements
or obligations on the private trade.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr,
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Were
any hearings held on this section of the
bill?

Mr. ELLENDER. Not on the forest
section.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. As I
understand, on this particular section of
the bill there were no hearings by either
the Senate committee or the House com-~
mittee.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct;
there were no hearings on section 402.

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
[Mr, HUMPHREY 1.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield for a
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, a
few moments ago we tried to modify
some language in section 203. Appar-
ently the language which I offered was

Mr. Presi-

How
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not proper. The Department of Agri-
culture has objected to it, and I think
their objection is sound.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
language revised in accordance with the
language I am submitting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment.

The LEecistATIVE CLERK. On page 33,
line 19, after the figure “1955.”, it is pro-
posed to insert:

The Commodity Credit Corporation may
accept bids in excess of the maximum prices
specified therein, but shall not reject bids
at such maximum prices unless a higher bid
1s received for the same cotton.

Mr. ANDERSON. That has been sub-
mitted to the attorneys for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. They withdraw
their objection to the other language, and
are happy to accept it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. ANDERSON].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
vield 5 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY].

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, the
provision to which the amendment of
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MarTin] is directed is section 402. Of
course, the purpose of the amendment
is to eliminate the provision, and thereby
to deny the timber farmers, who are
theousands in number, the opportunity to
receive from the Government the same
kind of price information which praecti-
cally every other farmer in the United
States receives.

Arguments have been made against
this provision of the bill on the ground
that it was not needed. I submit it is
needed, because the price reporting serv-
ices which are presently available to
timber farmers are generally from the
buyers of timber, and, in some limited
areas, from some State jurisdictions.

Furthermore, Mr. President, there is a
growing need for accurate information
as to prices of timber relating to the spe-
cies and the type of timber which has
been or will be produced.

The bhill provides a tremencous pro-
gram of reforestation. It provides for
tree planting, under its conservation re-
serve section. The growth of timber in
this country has become a major farm
production item.

Mr. President, I am not unaware of
where the real opposition to this provi-
sion comes from. It comes from the
timber interests, from the Lumbermen’s
Manufacturing Association, from the
large users of timber. They have been
able to buy timber from farmers, most
of whom are small farmers, at the user’s
own prices, at their own will, without
any competent, accurate price reporting
available to the producers of the timber.

The timber barons of this country

have had quite a heyday. I do not in-
tend to make any prolonged speech on
this subject at this time, but if it be-
comes necessary, I shall do so. The tim-
ber interests stripped our forests until
the Government brought them into line.
One of the great disgraces of this coun-
try was the manner in which our for-
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ests were depleted, and it was not un-
til Government, Federal and State, took
a hand, that this tendency and trend of
the destruction and depletion of our for-
ests was reversed.

Fortunately, we have a good reforesta-
tion program operating between Gov-
ernment and private indusiry. That is
as it should be. But here is the last op-
portunity for the large manufacturer
associations in the lumber business and
the large buyers of timber to have their
way—namely, to have no accurate price
reporting.

I should like to know, Mr. President,
what wheat farmers would do if their
Government did not give them accurate
price reporting. I should like to know
what cotton farmers would do if their
Government did not give them accurate
price reporting on the basis of grade and
quality. I should like to know what any
other segment of American history
would think if there were no statistical
information available, of an economic
nature, relating to prices. They would
be here demanding some help.

The provision under discussion was
placed in the bill because the small tim-
ber farmer is not well organized, and
he needs someone to stand up for him.
There are hundreds of small timber
farmers in the State of Minnesota.
There are thousands of them through-
out the United States. All in the world
this provision requires is simply that
the Secretary of Agriculture shall pro-
vide current information on marketing
and price to aid these timber farmers,
so they may more accurately market
their forest products.

There has been lobbying. 1 should like
to say to the Senator from Arkansas,
who has written to us as to whether or
not lobbyists have been working on us,
““Yes, I have been lobbied on this amend-
ment by the Lumbermen’'s Manufactur-
ing Association, and I do not like it.”
I can say I have not been lobbied by
the small producers. We are going to
have to stand up and be counted as to
whether we are going to deny the right
of the timber producer to get accurate
information, or knuckle down to the
lobbying of the Lumbermen’s Manu-
facturing Association.

Our own Government sells $100 mil-
lion worth of lumber a year, and it has
to sell it at the mercy of the purchaser’s
market. The Government does not even
provide accurate marketing statistics for
its own timber, much less for that of the
small producer and independent farmer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Minnesota has ex-
pired.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask
for 1 more minute.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the Senator
from Minnesota 1 more minute.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have been asked
by the able Senator from Mississippi
whether the provision is in the bill or
whether I wish to add it. The provision
is in the bill. The amendment offered
is to strike it out. It was in the bill orig-
inally passed by the Senate. An amend-
ment was offered to strike it, but it was
defeated. The provision was lost, to be
sure, in conference.
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But, Mr. President, I have been as-
sured that if the same conferees parti-
cipate in the conference on this bill,
this provision will not be lost, because in
the conference on the previous bill there
was a misunderstanding as to the pur-
pose of the particular amendment which
now is represented by the section of the
bill to which the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is directed.

Let me say that the purpose is clear
and explicit, namely, accurate marketing
information. I do not believe anyone
would wish to deny accurate marketing
information to those affected by this
amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER].

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namara in the chair). The Senator from
Oregon is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr, NEUBERGER. I thank the Sena-
tor from Louisiana. ’

Mr. President, as one who, in part, rep-
resents the State which produces more
lumber than does any other State in the
Nation, I think I can say that the pend-
ing amendment to eliminate the price-
reporting provision of the bill in the
case of timber products is aimed at the
small owners of timber in the United
States.

I have before me the Timber Resource
Review compiled by the United States
Forest Service. The review constitutes
one of the most extensive surveys ever
made in the history of our forest re-
sources. It points out that in the United
States there are approximately 3,400,000
forest ownerships on farms.

I read from the Review:

Farm and other private ownerships con-
stitute a large and heterogeneous group,
comprised of cropfarmers and livestock
ranchers, business and professional people,
housewives, wage earners, mining and land-
holding companies, and a wide varlety of
other miscellaneous owners.

These are the people who will be the
principal vietims if this amendment is
adopted ; they will be forced to sell their
products in the dark; they will not know
what the prevailing price is, until it is
too late for them to realize a fair price.
Small lumber dealers and small timber
operators, without their own reporting
facilities, likewise will suffer if the
amendment is adopted to eliminate a
government price-reporting service in
the realm of forest products.

Those outside the Senate who want
this amendment agreed to are the large
timber operators who have gone around
buying up the farm woodlots for token
payments, for only a fraction of what
they are really worth. What other rea-
son is there for this amendment?

It seems to me that if we are to safe-
guard the 3,400,000 farm owners of tim-
ber in the United States, we need to re-
tain in the bill the provision that our
Commitfee on Agriculture and Forestry
has so wisely included in it. .

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Oregon
yield to me?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I am in-
clined to think that we should keep this
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provision in the bill. A firm from Ore-
gon came to the Black Hills of South Da-
kota the other day and out-bid a local
timber firm, and bought 30 million board
feet of timber in the Black Hills. So I
think it would be a good idea to retain
this provision in the bill, so that our
timber owners may have an idea of what
their timber is worth, before they sell if.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, re-
gardless of whether the timber purchaser
referred to by the Senator from South
Dakota came from the Black Hills or
from my State of Oregon or from New
Hampshire——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Oregon has ex-
pired.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, will
the chairman of the committee yield 2
minutes more to me?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield an additional
2 minutes to the Senator from Oregon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon is recognized for 2
additional minutes.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. President, let me say that regard-
less of where the timber purchasers may
come from, if they benefit financially by
not paying a fair price, that is against
the public interest.

Regardless of where timber owners are
located in America, we should let them
have adeguate knowledge of what their
timber is worth, just as those who own
cotton or any other product should know
what their commodity is worth.

The Forest Service is established in the
Department of Agriculture, because over
the years Congress has regarded trees as
a crop. Mr. President, if the Forest
Service is to remain in the Department
of Agriculture, as I think it should, the
farmers who own woodlots are entitled to
the same protection that is received by
farmers who own fields of wheat or fields
of cotton. Why favor price reporting for
grain farmers or dairy farmers, and then
oppose it for tree farmers?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres-
ident, I think the persons to whom I re-
ferred bid for the timber in open compe-
tition. But apparently the Oregon firm
could pay more than those in South Da-
kota could pay. However, they were
rather surprised, since that was a rather
sizable sale, to have the Oregon firm
outhid the local people.

Mr. NEUBERGER. So far as competi-
tive bidding is concerned, we have no
control over that. The best price offered
must prevail.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yvield 2 minutes to the junior Senator
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Vermont is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I
wish to speak briefly in support of this
provision of the bill. I speak in support
of it from the standpoint of the area
I know best, namely, the New England
States, particularly my own State of
Vermont.

On every farm there is a woodlot. In
some cases, the woodlot is a major part
of the farm. The aggregate of these
farm woodlots amounts to an enormous
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acreage; and the value, particularly in
the case of the hardwoods, amounts to
millions of dollars, even though each
woodlot is a small one.

In marketing the timber, each owner
of a small woodlot is dealing, not with
his regular business of farming—pre-
sumably, dairy farming—but, for the
moment, with a matter in which he has
not had a great deal of experience. Cer-
tainly the value which can be realized
by the farmers of my region, if they
are given authentic information regard-
ing the price of the wood they have to
sell, will be very great.

So I trust that the Senate will vote
to retain this particular reporting pro-
vision in the hill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President——

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Washington [Mr,
MacNUson].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington is recognized
for 1 minute.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
do not wish to belabor the point; but I
desire to associate myself with the re-
marks of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr, HoMPHREY ], the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. NEuBerRGER], and the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. FLanpers], in oppos-
ing the amendment of the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr, MArRTIN].

In my State there are many, many
small tree farmers. I know personally
of instances in which they have not got-
ten for their timber the price they
should have gotten.

I think this provision can go a long
way in giving them information regard-
ing what their timber is really worth, so
they may get a fair and square deal for
the great amount of hard work they
have put in on small tree farms.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Pennsylvania desire to
vield back the remainder of the time un-
der his control?

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr,
President, I yield 1 minute to the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. Corron].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Hampshire is rec-
ognized for 1 minute,

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I think
I shall need only half a minute.

I wish to ask whether the wording of
this provision is exactly the same as the
wording of the similar provision in the
agricultural bill the Senate passed a few
weeks ago; and I refer particularly to
the discussion which ceccurred on the
15th of March.

Mr. ELLENDER. In other words, the
corresponding provision of House bill 12?

Mr. COTTON. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. COTTON. In connection with
that bill, the legislative record which
was made was that the compiling of this
information could be done only in co-
operation with the State authority, and
that the provision did not empower the
Federal Government to require reports
of statistics from individuals.

Mr. ELLENDER. As I understand the
provision, it is not compulsory at all to
make the reports. These reports would
be in the same category as those on cot-
ton, corn, and other commodities upon
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which the Secretary of Agriculture is
authorized to make reports.

Mr. COTTION. Mr. President, let me
say that I feel deeply about this mat-
ter. Buf in view of that assurance, I
desire to associate myself, as I did be-
fore, with the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania and the Senator from Maine in
their position on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield back
the remainder of the time under his con-
rol?

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania, I do.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has either been used
or yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Penn-
sylvania. [Putting the question.]

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, on this question, I ask for a
division.

On a division, the amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and my colleague [Mr.
EKErr], I call up my amendment which is
at the desk; and I ask to have the amend-
ment stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 17,
after line 7, it is proposed to insert a
new paragraph, as follows:

In addition to the foregolng, the Secre-
tary is authorized and directed to formulate
and carry out during the years 1956, 1957,
1958, and 1959 a conservation reserve pro-
gram for grazing lands under which farmers
or ranchers will be compensated for reducing
their acreages of grazing lands and making
a corresponding reduction in livestock units
below a representative period designated by
the Secretary. All the provisions of this title
not inconsistent therewith shall apply to the
grazing lands conservation reserve program,

On page 14, in line 9, after word
“clover”, insert “grazing lands.”

On page 21, in line 17, strike out “$450,-
000,000” and insert “$525,000,000, which
shall include $75,000,000 for carrying out
the conservation program for grazing
lands.”

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, 1
yield myself 5 minutes.

This amendment is similar to the pro-
vision which was voted into the bill in
the House, except that it is carried for-
ward in the conservation reserve program
instead of the acreage reserve program.
Also it provides $75 million instead of $50
million for allowing livestock raisers,
those who raise cattle throughout the
Nation, to participate in the soil-bank
program.

The raising of livestock is the only
important or major part of our agricul-
ture which is completely ignored and kept
entirely out of participation in the soil
bank; yet I feel that the facts, par-
ticularly across the Great Plains area,
will show that if the real purpose of
the bill is to increase and improve the
fertility of the land, our overgrazed and
wornout grasslands, which are being used
today for the overproduction of live-
stock, are most in need of a conserva-
tion program.
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The purpose of the bill, as stated by .

its sponsors and by the administration,
is to reduce overproducion, which is de-
pressing the price of agricultural com-
modities. A second purpose is to im-
prove the fertility of the soil. We defi-
nitely have a condition of overproduc-
tion in the livestock industry. Whereas
there were 76.8 million cattle on the
ranges on January 1, 1947, on January 1,
1956, there were 97% million. We have
seen these increased numbers give us the
greatest losses, percentagewise, of any
segment of the agricultural industry.

No part of agriculture is suffering as
much from the present depressed prices
as is the livestock industry. The prices
average only 70.25 percent of parity.
When we consider that beef is selling at
71 percent of parity, calves at 71 percent,
sheep at 63 percent, and lambs at 77 per-
cent, we get an average of 70.25 percent
of parity.

All other farm products combined have
an overall average of 84.6 percent of par-
ity. The drop from 1951 to 1953 in the
price range of livestock when it was
brought to market was more than 50
percent, and the shrinkage in the capital
asset value of cattle on the range today
represents a drop in 1 year of nearly $100
million, notwithstanding the increase
of 409,000 head of cattle. If we are go-
ing to recognize the problems of over-
production in respect to cotton, corn,
wheat, small grains, and everything else,
the livestock industry, which furnishes
nearly 50 percent of the farm income of
the Nation, should have an opportunity
to participate and to rest its grazing
lands and build up their fertility.

I invite attention to the fact that no
one can enter this program unless he
agrees to meet the requirement of a pro-
duction reduction in the number of cat-
tle on the range, in a percentage com-
parable to the amount of acreage being
withdrawn.

I know there will be some wisecracks
made to the effect that cattle cannot
read. We shall be asked, “What are you
going to do? You cannot fence in the

‘range.” That same question might be
asked with respect to every acre placed
in the acreage reserve program or in the
conservation reserve program, because
cows cannot read those -signs, either.
Gates can be left open, and milk cows
can graze on all the other acres pro-
vided for in a $1,200,000,000 program,
This industry would be far easier to po-
lice, because of the location of the graz-
ing lands, than all the other acreage in-
volved in the remainder of the program
relating to row crops.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield myself 1
more minute.

Inasmuch as the purpose of the bill
with respect to row crops is to build up
pasturelands and put new caitle raisers
in competition with existing cattle
raisers, the cattlemen ought to be en-
titled to rest some of their grazing land
and conserve the grasslands, while the
new subsidized competition being put
into the cattle business at Government
expense takes place.
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I should like to see this amendment,
which is similar to the provision adopted
by the House, enacted into law.

I yield 3 minutes o my senior colleague
[Mr, KERR].

Mr. KERR. Mr, President, the pur-
pose of the distinguished junior Senator
from Oklahoma and myself in support-
ing this amendment is, first, to get more
productive land in the soil bank, in order
that the benefits of the soil bank may be
general in character, and therefore avail-
able to the producers of cattle.

In the next place, the purpose of the
amendment is to help bring about an
orderly reduction in the number of cattle
on the range in such a manner as not
to have a depressive effect on the market
or to add to the financial burden of the
cattle producers.

I hope the distinguished chairman of
the committee will agree to accept the
amendment, failing which I shall ask
for its adoption by the Senate.

Mr. ALLLOTT. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the Senator in charge of the
time for the opposition to yield to me 2
minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from Colo-
rado.

Mr, ALLOTT, Mr. President, I must
rise in opposition to this amendment. It
is bad. The same questions involved in
connection with this amendment were
discussed at length on the floor during
the debate on the first farm bill.

I should like to read into the Recorp a
telegram which I have received from the
Colorado Cattlemen’s Association, dated
May 9, 1956. The telegram refers to the
Albert amendment. I believe that the
position of the Colorado Cattlemen’s As-
sociation is also the position of the
American National Cattlemen’s Associa-
tion on this subject, the only difference
being as to whether it applies to the con-
servation reserve or the acreage reserve.
The telegram reads as follows:

Dewver, Coro., May 9, 1956.
Senator Gorpon ALLOTT,
United States Senate,
Washingion, D. C.:

It's Colorado Cattlemen’s Association’s un-
derstanding that there is being considered
for the soil bank price supports on small
gralns other than wheat and corn. Our as-
sociation opposes such an amendment, feel-
ing that it will only multiply the already
serious problems of our feeders. If controls
accompany supports it will ultimately lead
to more land to grass and more cattle num-
bers in areas not now producing cattle, thus
intensifying our cow numbers. Our board
members, along with the 25 local association
presidents, at meeting today in Denver, were
Very relieved to hear that the Jennings
amendment and the Albert amendment to
the soil bank were killed. We are particu-
larly opposed to portion of the Albert amend-
ment that would call for a reduction of cat-
tle numbers, feeling that such a move would
force marketing and slug market bringing
new low in prices.

Davip G. RICE, Jr.,
Ezecutive Secretary, Colorado Cat-
tlemen's Association.

In the opinion of the American Cat-
tlemen’s Association, the Colorado Cat-
tlemen’s Association, and many others,
the effect of this amendment would be
to throw upon the market more cattle

_at a time when they are building the con-
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sumption of beef, and, as the telegram
says, to slug the market and depress the
price of cattle, to the detriment of our
stock raisers.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Colorado has
expired.

Mr. ALLLOTT. MTr. President, will the
junior Senator from Oklahoma yield 1
minute to me in order that I may answer
the question of the senior Senator from
Oklahoma?

Mr. MONRONEY. Iyield 1 additional
minute to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, can the
Senator inform us as to what percentage
of the land grazed by the Colorado Cat-
tlemen’s Association is public domain,
and therefore not the land of those using
it, and consequently not eligible for soil-
bank payments, if this amendment were
adopted?

Mr. ALLOTT. No; I cannot give the
Senator that information offhand, but
I shall be happy to procure it for him.

Mr. EERR. Would the Senator say
that it is about three-fourths of the
land?

Mr. ALLOTT. Itismy opinion thatit
is a smaller amount of land.

Mr. KERR. What percentage of land
in Colorado is public domain?

Mr. ALLOTT. Thirty-seven percent.

Mr. KERR. Thirty-seven percent. I
thank the Senator.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 3 minutes. I do not expect
to go into detail with respect to the pend-
ing amendment, except to say that, as
will be recalled, the same kind of amend-
ment was debated at length on the Sen-
ate floor when we considered the Senate
version of H. R. 12. I wish to say that
when the Senate Agriculture Committee
considered the pending bill, we consid-
ered whether or not we should retain a
provision in the House bill similar to
that now being proposed by the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MonroNEY]. It was the unanimous de-
cision of the committee to omit that
part of the House bill.

I hope the Senate will defeat the
amendment as it did in the case of a
similar amendment when the Senate ver-
sion of H. R. 12 was considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are the
Senators prepared to yield back the re-
mainder of their time?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend=-
ment offered by the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MoNRONEY].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I call
up my amendments “5-17-56-F,” and
ask that they be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will state the amendments.

The LecrstaTive CLERK. On page 13,
after the period in line 3, it is proposed
to insert the following:

The compensation pald any producer for
participating in the acreage reserve program
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with respect to land in any one State in
any year shall not exceed $25,000.

On page 17, after the period in line 7,
it is proposed to insert the following:

No annual payment to any person with
respect to land in any one State shall exceed
$7,500.

On page 70, after line 8, it is proposed
to insert the following:

Scc. 603. The Agricultural Act of 1949 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“Sgec, 421, The total amount of price sup-
port made available under this act to any
person for any year through loans to such
person, or through purchases made by Com-
modity Credit Corporation from such person,
shall not exceed $50,000. The term ‘per-
gon' shall mean any individual, partnership,
firm, joint-stock company, corporation, asso-
ciation, trust, estate, or agency of a State.
In the event of any loan to, or purchase
from, a cooperative marketing assoclation,
such limitation shall apply to the amount of
price support made available through such
cooperative association to each person. The
limitation herein on the amount of price
support made avallable to any person shall
not apply if price support is extended by
purchases of a product of an agricultural
commodity from processors and the Secretary
determines that it is impracticable to apply
such limitation."

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be con-
sidered en bloc.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. President, one
phase of the amendments was adopted
by the Senate when they were offered
during the debate on the previous bill,
by a vote of 84 to 9. The amendments
as modified and as now before the Sen-
ate were approved by the Senate by a
vote of 78 to 11.

The purpose of the amendments is to
put a limitation on the amount of pay-
ments which can be made under the
acreage-reserve program to any one indi-
vidual or corporation, so that no pay-
ment could exceed $25,000. Under the
conservation-reserve program the limi-
tation would be $7,500. It provides a
limitation under the price-support pro-
visions of the Agricultural Act of $50,000
for any individual or corporation.

The amendments would prevent bene-
fits of this $2 billion bill ending up as a
bonanza for the corporate type of farm-
ing or other large individual farming.

I pointed out in a previous discussion
that if the amendment were not adopted
it would be possible under the provisions
of the bill for one large wheat grower in
the Montana area, who has about 340,000
acres of wheat, to put half of that under
the acreage-reserve program and collect
a check from the Government for
$3,400,000 for doing nothing.

Certainly it is not the intention of the
Senate, and by a vote of 78 to 11 it re-
pudiated that proposal. Unfortunately,
the amendment did not hold up in the
conference committee. However, I am
hopeful that the conferees will feel more
kindly toward it this time. I am asking
whether the chairman of the committee
will not agree to accept the amendment
and avoid delaying the #Senate further
in the discussion of the bill.
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Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, inas-
much as the amendment was adopted
previously by a vote of 78 to 11, I cannot
help thinking that it will be agreed to by
the Senate again. Therefore, I shall
submit it to a voice vote. If it is not
agreed to, I shall suggest the absence of
a quorum, and ask for a yea-and-nay
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are the
Senators prepared to yield back the re-
mainder of their time?

Mr. ELLENDER. I wish to state to my
good friend from Delaware that, as he
will remember, there was a voice vote on
his amendment in committee, and I
think he was the only one who voted for
it. It is true that the Senate went into
this matter at considerable length.

As chairman of the committee, when
the matter first came up, I opposed it.
I am satisfied that if the provisions sug-
gested are incorporated in the bill, we
shall have to have a conference with the
House. It is my opinion that the House
will not approve a bill with these pro-
visions in it. Therefore it would be an
idle gesture for us to vote for the amend-
ments. I hope the Senate will reject
these amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are the
Senators prepared to yield back their
time?

Mr. ELLENDER. If the Senator from
Delaware yields back the remainder of
his time, I shall be glad to yield back
the remainder of my time,

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. ELLENDER. I do also.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. Witriamsl, [Putting the
question.]

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec~
retary will call the roll.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
withdraw my suggestion of the absence
of a quorum.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I object.

Several Senators requested a division.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As many
as favor the amendment will rise and
stand until counted.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING @ OFFICER. The
Secretary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that
the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Bvrp], the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr, CravEz], the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Dovucras], the Senator from Ar-
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kansas [Mr. Furericat], the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gore] the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Greenl, the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEn-
NEDY], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse]l, the Senator from Montana [Mr.
MurraY], the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NeeLy], the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O’'MaHONEY], the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PasToRE],
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
Scorr], and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmatHERS] are absent on official
business.

On this vote the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Dovucras] is paired with the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr, Scorrl.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Illinois' would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from North Carolina would vote
I(nay'!l

The Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morske] is paired with the Senator from
Florida [Mr. SmatuERs]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Oregon would
vote “yea"” and the Senator from Flor-
ida would vote “nay.”

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. Neery] and the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTore] would each
vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Busal, the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Carrson], and the Senator from Nevada
[Mr, MaLoNE] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER],
the Senator from New York [Mr. Ives],
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. WEL-
KER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
SmiTH] and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. WiLey] are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Busual, the Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr. CarrLson], and
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]
would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. WELKER] is paired with the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLeyl. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Idaho
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Wisconsin would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 29, as follows:

YEAS—44
Allott Frear Mundt
Barrett Goldwater Neuberger
Beall Hayden yne
Bender Hickenlooper = Potter
Bennett Hill Purtell
Bridges Hruska Robertson
Butler Humphrey Russell
Case, M. J. Jenner Saltonstall
Case, 8, Dak. Kuchel Schoeppel
Cotton Langer Smith, Malne
Curtis Mansfleld Sparkman
Dirksen Martin, Iowa  Watkins
Duff Martin, Pa. Williams
Dworshak McCarthy Young
Flanders McNamara

NAYS—20
Alken Hennings Long
Anderson Holland Magnuson
Bible Jackson McClellan
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Millikin
Clements Johnston, 8. C. Monroney
Danlel Kefauver Stennis
Eastland Kerr Symington
Ellender Knowland Thye
Ervin Laird Wofford
George Lehman



NOT VOTING—22

Bricker Green Pastore
Bush . Ives Beott
Byrd Kennedy Smathers
Carlson Malone Smith, N. J.
Chavez Morse Welker
Douglas Murray Wiley
Fulbright Neely
Gore O'Mahoney

So the amendment of Mr. WILLIAMS
was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment of
the amendments and the third reading
of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
ﬁengrossed and the bill to be read a third

me.

The bill was read the third time.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I wish to
make a statement in regard to the last
amendment which was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from California yield time
to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield 5 minutes
to the distinguished Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. AIKEN. No one in the Senate is
more in favor of a limitation on the pay-
ments to one individual farmer than am
I. Under ordinary ecircumstances, I
would have voted for the Williams
amendment. However, the adoption of
that amendment assures the bill going
to conference, from which it may never
return. If it does return, it is likely to
come back in such shape that it will be
killed in one House or the other.

We have not been any further from
having a farm bill passed by Congress
at any time since the veto of the first
bill than we are right now. I think
there are other Senators, probably, who
voted against the amendment for the
same reason I did.

We have tried, month after month, to
get a farm bill which would really be of
benefit to the farm population of the
country. We have worked all day in, I
think, a statesmanlike manner; but at
the last minute we have seen the Sen-
ate take action which means that the
soil bank and farm legislation seem very
far away at this time.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I agree completfely
with what the Senator from Vermont
has said. I have taken the same view
he has taken on some of these questions.
I commend him, and I particularly wish
to commend the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLENDER], the chairman of the
committee, with whom I disagree on
many agricultural policies, but who has
stood here today and tried to make cer=
tain that the bill as passed by the Senate
would be a bill which would not need to
go to conference.

The able Senator from Louisiana and
the able Senator from Vermont have
tried their best to make certain that we
would not delay the possibility of obtain-
ing a passable bill which would give the
farmer a chance to participate in in-
creased benefits and in a soil bank this
year. But because someone believed it
to be desirable to vote for a limitation on
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the payments, in order to prevent a situa-
tion which the smart people know how
to avoid, we kill the chance of getting a
bill which does not have to go to confer-
ence.

This is a bad vote—a very bad vote,
indeed. I commend the Senator from
Vermont for calling it to the attention of
the Senate.

Mr. AIKEN. The amendment offered
by the Senator from Delaware ordinarily
would have been desirable; but used as
a means of killing the bill, it is very
harmful,

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I move that the Senate reconsider the
vote by which the last amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I
make the point of order that the bill has
been read the third time, and that the
motion of the Senator from Massachu-
setts is not in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator from Massachusetts moving
that the Senate reconsider the action by
which the amendments were ordered to
be engrossed and the bill to be read the
third time?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I move that the
Senate reconsider the votes by which
the amendments were ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read the third
time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator's motion is in order and he has
30 minutes on the motion.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I made the motion after listening to the
Senator from Vermont. I do not come
from a State where farming is as impor-
tant an industry as it is in some other
sections of the country. I believe we
should pass a farm bill. I do not think
we should take any chance on having the
bill killed by either House if there is an
opportunity to have a bhill passed without
the necessity of having a conference. I
therefore have made the motion I have
made in order that the Senate may re-
consider its action in the light of what
was said by the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. AIxeEn] and the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON].

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield 5 min-
utes to me?

Mr. ENOWLAND. T yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, there
can only be one purpose of the soil bank,
and that is to reduce production. That
can be the only reason for it and its
only purpose. There is only one way by
which to reduce production, and that is
to take out of production X number of
acres. We in the Senate cannot shoot
someone because he happens to have a
large number of acres or a small number
of acres.

If we expect to help the small farmer,
we can help him only by getting rid of
the surpluses and reducing production,
so0 that the market price will rise and
the farmer will get the benefit of higher
prices in the market place.

If we limit the number of acres which
the so-called large farmer can take out
of production, then he will not take them
out of production, and we will be defeat-
ing the very purpose we are trying to
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achieve. I do not know why we want
to do that.

If we want to consider eliminating the
soil bank entirely, that is one thing. If
it is thought that the soil bank is no
good, and it is desired to eliminate it,
that is fine. But if we want to vote for
a soil bank to try to help every farmer,
and particularly the small farmer, to
get higher prices, then it is necessary to
obtain a reduction of production by the
large farmer.

I do not quite understand the reason-
ing, unless it is simply desired to kill the
whole bill. If that is the purpose, I am
perfectly willing to vote to kill the soil
bank, and the conservation acreage pro-
visions, but I do not want to do it indi-
rectly.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. 1 yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Did not the Presi-
dent recommend a cutofl on price sup-
ports?

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not know
whether or not he did.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In the same mes-
sage in which he advocated the soil
bank?

Mr. CAPEHART. He may well have
done so; but if he did, he was as wrong
as he could be.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Sen;a.tor from California yield time to
me

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a parliamentary
inquiry?

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I simply
wish to associate myself with the re-
marks of the able Senator from Indiana.
If ever a question was stated well, he
stated it. What are we endeavoring to
do? We are endeavoring to reduce the
number of acres which will be harvested
annually. That is the only way in the
world by which we shall be able to reduce
the surpluses of farm commodities and
farm products. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Indiana stated the case well.

Mr, President, I have voted for and
against amendments today in an at-
tempt to obtain a bill which can be
passed at this session of Congress. If
this amendment prevails and the bill
must go to conference, we may as well
write “curtain” on trying to get a farm
bill passed at this session of Congress.

For that reason I oppose the amend-
ment. I hope the motion offered by the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SartonsTALL] will prevail, and
that we may have an opportunity to
reconsider the vote, and pass a bill which
can get through conference, if it has to
go to conference.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
vield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Delaware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, this
is a sad day in the affairs of the United
States Senate if we have reached the
point where we cannot vote on amending
a major agricultural bill providing for
$2 billion, without taking into consid-
eration the fact that the amendment
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must be agreed to in some form accept-
able to the House of Representatives.
Why not delegate our authority, and
send the bill back to the House, and tell
them to write it? Certainly, every Sen-
ator who answers to the rolleall will
vote as he thinks about the amendment.
The President, in his message in Jan-
uary, asked for the same provision
which we in the Senate approved by an
overwhelming vote. The same provision
was approved by a previous yea-and-nay
vote of 84 to 11.

There is only one reason why we
would reconsider the amendment. It
would be because the big landowners
would blackmail the United States with
a threat that “if you do not pay us bil-
lion-dollar checks, or big checks, we will
see that you cannot get any farm bill.”

There is certainly no argument which
can be used that the bill will be vetoed,
because of this provision, inasmuch as
the President of the United States has
asked for it.

If Senators believe in the prineiple,
if they want to support it, let them vote
for or against it on its merits. Three
months are left. There is not a feature
of the agricultural bill which can go
into effeet in this crop year. We have
plenty of time. There is no urgency
about it. Certainly, there is plenty of
time to consider the bill in conference.
If the conferees do not want to accept
the amendment, they can reject it, if
they are afraid to accept it, or vote on it.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. JENNER. I cannot understand
why this distinguished body, which over-
whelmingly adopted the same amend-
ment in the original consideration of the
farm bill, by a vote of 79 to 11, though
the bill was vetoed, should now take the
attitude some distinguished Senators are
taking.

In the first place, the President of the
United States says there must be some
limitation on payments in this bill
Secondly, why should the United States
Senate sit here tonight and authorize the
payment to landowners who own many
thousand acres of $87,500 of the tax-
payers’ money for complying with this
program? We are not here to sustain
the man who owns 350,000 acres. We
are not here to sustain the city farmer.
We are not here to sustain corporation
farmers. We are here to sustain family-
size farmers, and not to protect the big
landowners. We are here to protect the
taxpayers’ money which is paid into the
Treasury of the United States.

What is the urgency? Why are we
afraid of a conference? The provision
could not possibly go into effect this year,
A similar provision was in conference
last year, but was taken out of the bill.
Let the House conferees refuse to agree
to it again, if they want to do so; but I
submit that the provision is for the pro-
tection of the family-size farmers, not
for the corporate and city farmers, or
for the man who owns ten, twenty, thirty,
or forty thousand acres of land. He does
not need the protection of the taxpayers
of the country.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I
move that the motion of the Senator
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from Massachusetts be laid on the table,
unless he wishes to debate it further.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr, Presi=-
dent——

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr, President, I
withhold my motion temporarily.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that such a motion
would not be in order until the time has
been yielded back.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
how much time remains on the side of
those in favor of the motion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Massachusetts has 28 min-
utes remaining to him,

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I yield 5 minutes to the senior Senator
from Oklahoma.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, it is not
often that the senior Senator from Okla-
homa has agreed with the Senator from
Vermont on a farm bill. I have often
found myself in disagreement with the
Senator from New Mexico with respect
to a farm bhill. But what those Senators
have said with reference to the amend-
ment is entirely correct. This amend-
ment will not be to the detriment of the
big farmer; it will be to the detriment
of the family-sized farmer.

The purpose of the soil bank is to take
acres out of cultivation. The family-
sized farmer is not going to take them
out of cultivation. The soil bank is a
voluntary program. A man who has a
few acres and a large family is going to
cultivate every acre that is allotted to
him. He is not going to take a small
percentage of what he and his family
can produce from an acre of cotton or
corn or wheat or peanuts or rice or to-
bacco, and take land out of cultivation
when he and his family ean cultivate it
and get the full benefit of what it will
produce.

Yet that small farmer’s welfare rides
on the reduction of acres. Then where
can we get a reduction of acres? Since
the program is voluntary, and since the
small farmer cannot afford to reduce
further the limited allotment available
to him under the bill, and to take a small
percentage of what he would get by cul-
tivating his acres, the only chance we
have is to get them from the man who
has many acres. When that is done, he
is given a small percentage of what his
land would produce if it were in cultiva-
tion, but a reinforcement is built under
the market for what is produced by the
small farmer.

Therefore, as I said a while ago, often
as I have disagreed with the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico and
the distinguished Senator from Vermont,
they are entirely right in what they have
told us about the amendment. It does
not benefit the small farmer; it hurts
him. It does not promote the soil
bank; it eliminates any possibility of
the soil-bank program succeeding.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from California yield me 2 min-
utes on the bill? 5

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield 2 minutes
on the bill to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. ATIKEN. Several speakers have
stated that the President recommended
limitations such as were included in the
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last amendment to the bill just adopted.
The President did not at any time make
any recommendations as to limitations
of payments on the conservation reserve
or the acreage reserve. What the Pres-
ident said on January 9, 1956, was
this—and I read from his message:

I ask the Congress to consider placing a
dollar limit on the size of price-support loans
to any one individual or farming unit. The
limit should be sufficiently high to give full

protection to efficlently operated family
farms.

The President asked the Congress to
consider placing a limit on price-support
loans, not on the conservation reserve or
the acreage reserve. g

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Vermont yield?

Mr., ATKEN. I yield.

Mr., WILLTAMS. What the Senator
has said is correct, but when the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, who is the spokes-
man for the President, sent the original
soil bank proposal to the President, there
was a limitation of $7,500 under the
acreage reserve, exactly as the amend-
ment proposes, and it was favored by the
Senator from Vermont.

Mr. ATEEN. That is correct. I would
be for the amendment now, but I can-
not vote for it as a means of killing farm
legislation at this session.

Mr. JENNER. MTr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. JENNER. This amendment pro-
vides for a maximum of $50,000 under
price supports as a fair limitation. Does
the Senator know any family-sized farm
which can draw $50,000 price supports
under any bill before the Congress?

Mr. ATKEN. I think there are many
of them,

Mr. JENNER. Are they family-sized
farmers?

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. There are farmers
in my community who produce more
than $50,000 a year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE
in the chair), The time of the Sena-
tor from Vermont has expired.

Mr, JENNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from California yield 1 minute
to me?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Iyield 1 minute to
the Senator from Indiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana is recognized for 1
minute,

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, in other
words, this amendment allows any one
farmer in the United States $50,000 un-
der the price-support features of the bill,
$25,000 under the acreage-control pro-
visions, and $7,500 under the soil-con-
servation provisions of the bill. I wish to
ask whether any Senator thinks there is
in the country a family-sized farm which
could draw $87,500 from the taxpayers in
connection with this program.

This amendment is for the purpose of
preventing the making of these payments
to persons who do not need Govern-
ment support, and is to protect and to
help the family-sized farms.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President——

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield 3
minutes to me?
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Mr, SALTONSTALL, I yield 3 min-
utes to the Senator from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
hope the motion made by the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. SarTonsTaLL] will prevail. I fear
that my good friends, the Senator from
Delaware and the Senator from Indiana,
do not understand the philosophy back
of the soil bank.

As was stated by my good friend the
Senator from Oklahoma, the idea was to
reduce production, so as not to aggra-
vate further our surpluses. That is the
proposal.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana declines to yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is the reason
and the purpose of the soil bank.

Whether the reduction is made on a
farm of 10,000 acres or a farm of 10 acres
makes no difference; the bill will not
give the producer additional income.
All it will do is give him an amount equal
to what he might have obtained for the
use of his land if he had planted the
acres. That is all the soil bank does.

I want us to enact 2 farm bill, and I
want us to get it to the President as soon
as possible. As has been stated by my
good friend the Senator from Vermont,
if the bill is loaded down with a great
many amendments—amendments which
will have to go to conference—we shall
not have a bill in time to assist the farm-
ers this year.

If the motion of the Senator from
Massachusetts prevails, and if those of
us who desire a farm bill this year can
also prevail with respect to a motion to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Wririams1 was agreed to——

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield to me?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr., AIKEN. I suggest that if the
purpose of the proponents of the amend-
ment is to limit the payments which can
be made to any one farm, that can be
accomplished in connection with the ap-
propriation bill.

Mr. JENNER. But that will be very
difficult to accomplish. In fact——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order. The Senator
from Louisiana has the floor.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I
have indicated, the purpose of the soil
bank has been explained so often on this
floor that I am surprised that some
Members of the Senate apparently do
not yet understand its philosophy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Louisiana has
expired.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I yield two additional minutes to the
Senator from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized
for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.
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Mr. President, the soil bank provisions
will not enrich any farmer, because if
he were to plant the acres that he may
place in the soil bank, he probably could
make more money. But if he does plant
them, the result will further aggravate
our surpluses.

Let us bear in mind that the main
purpose of the soil bank is not to further
aggravate our surpluses, to reduce pro-
duction, and to bring supply in line with
demand. It is hoped that as a result,
prices will rise, and the Government will
be able to get out of the business of hav-
ing to lend so much money on these com-
modities.

Mr. President, let us vote in favor of
the motion to reconsider, and then let
us vote to reject the amendment of the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams],
and thereby have a bill which I believe
the House of Representatives will accept.
In doing so, we can have the bill on the
President’s desk probably Monday or
Tuesday of next week.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield 1 min-
ute to me?

Mr., ENOWLAND. I yield 1 minute
to the Senator from Delaware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, the
Senator from Louisiana has said that
the Senator from Delaware and the Sen-
ator from Indiana, in offering the
amendment providing limitations on the
acreage-reserve payments and soil-con-
servation payments, did not understand
the soil-bank plan and did not under-
stand what they were doing. Included
in that statement, the Senator from
Louisiana should have said that Secre-
tary Benson likewise did not understand
what he was doing.

Mr. ELLENDER.
cluding him, too. [Laughter.]

Mr. WILLIAMS. The original soil-
bank plan which was introduced in the
Senate by the Senator from Vermont
was sent here by the administration and
called for a conservation-payment limi-
tation of $7,500. I think the Senator
from Louisiana was a cosponsor of a
similar measure. The Senator from
Louisiana may not have been a cosponsor
of it, but it had 5 or 6 cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Delaware has
expired.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield 1 more
minute to me?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield an addi-
tional minute to the Senator from Dela-
ware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware is recognized for
1 additional minute.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. President, there
is no question that the Secretary did
urge that such limitation be imposed;
and in his message to Congress the
President of the United States recom-
mended the other feature, namely, a lim-
itation on the acreage-reserve payments,

If there is no further debate on the
bill, Mr. President, I should like to sug-
gesti.: that the remaining time be yielded

ackK.

I do not mind in-
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Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, time
still remains for debate on the motion,
does it not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A mo-
tion to lay on the table is not in order
until all time has either been used or
yielded back.

Mr. KENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute on the bill itself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
rise to support the motion of the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]
that the Senate reconsider, first, the
action of the Senate in ordering the third
reading of the bill. If that is done, the
Senator from Massachusetts, as T under-
stand, will then move that the Senate
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
WiLriams] was agreed to.

I hope the motions to reconsider will
be adopted by the Senate, for the rea-
sons which have been stated by the Sena-
tor from Vermont, the Senator from
Oklahoma, and the Senator from Louisi-
ana, the distinguished chairman of the
committee.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. Presi-
dent——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President——

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield 5 minutes to me?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Very well, Mr.
President; I yield 5 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish
to eall attention, first, to the fact that
this point is not one which was over-
looked by either the Senate committee
or the conference committee. This mat-
ter was very carefully considered in the
Senate committee, and was attached to
the Senate committee’s report (No.
1484) filed on the previous bill; and the
subject matter was dealt with under the
subject of proposed regulations.

I read the following:

2. Maximum and minimum participation
(these should be administrative affairs, not
specified in the law; also there should be
discretion to take care of farmers who for
reasons of sickness or disability may not
wish to operate their farms),

It was so left that in the case of sick-
ness or disability, farms could be retired
entirely from production, regardless of
the amount involved, so as to better
serve the soil-bank principle.

In connection with the conference re-
port, Senators will find similar state-
ments on page 52. For instance, the pro-
posed regulations, sefting up the acreage
reserve program for grains, would allow
a maximum of “50 acres or 50 percent of
allotment, whichever is larger,” to be
placed in the program and similar limi-
tations are set out for every other kind
of crop.
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We have been through this matter in
conference. We found that it was a sub-
ject matter on which we could not agree
with the House conferees. If we place
such provisions in this bill, we are likely
to have the same experience. Up to this
stage we have not placed in the bill any-
thing which we think would require a
conference. We found that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture was not at all ex-
travagant in its ideas on this subject.
Its testimony supported the statements
we have made as to the regulations
which were intended, covering maximum
and minimum figures, and similar
matters.

I voted against the amendment, be-
cause I felt that the wise course was to
make every effort to get a satisfactory
bill, and to try to retire as much land
as possible. I do not think we have an
extravagant spendthrift occupying the
office of Secretary of Agriculture. Un-
der this report, if he were inclined to be
such, he could not be and still comply
with the suggestions of the Congress.

I hope the motion to reconsider will
be agreed to, and that we can go back
and undo the wrong, and get a bill which
can become law shortly, without the ne-
cessity of being confronted by some
conferees who, I think, have no desire
to see a soil bank bill enacted into law.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I yield 1 minute to the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr, DIRKSEN].

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I in-
tend to vote for the motion to recon-
sider, but only for one reason. I would
be the last person te deny to any Mem-
ber of the Senate an opportunity to
reconsider his vote, if he desired to do so.
I shall vote precisely as I did before, but
1 am perfectly willing to see the amend-
ment reconsidered. Then the decision
will be up to the conscience and judg-
ment of every individual Member of the
Senate. So I sincerely hope that the
motion to reconsider will be agreed to.
I trust we may have assurances that
when the time comes there will be a yea-
and-nay vote on the amendment. I
would certainly not like to be foreclosed
from that opportunity.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I am ready to yield back the remaining
time on my side.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me 1 minute?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iyield 1 minute
to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
voted against the amendment purely be-
cause I sincerely and honestly believed,
from the top of my head to the bottom of
my feet, that such action was to the best
inferests of the small farmer. That is
the only reason I did it. I care nothing
about the large farmers, except that I
wish to see a reduction in produection in
order to get the small farmer's prices
back up where they belong. I voted as
I did because I believed it to be in the
best interests of the little fellow, and not
the big fellow.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I am ready to yield back the remainder
of my time, if the minority leader wishes
to do likewise.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
wish to say, in reply to the inquiry made
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by the Senator from Illinois, that, first
of all, I hope the motion to reconsider
will be agreed to. Personally, I shall
vote to reconsider, and then vote in op-
position to the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Delaware, Nevertheless, I give
assurance, so far as I can, that I will
support a demand for a yea-and-nay
vote, in order that Senators may not be
foreclosed from the opportunity to which
the Senator from Illinois has referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from California yield back the
remainder of the time allotted to him?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am prepared to yield back the remainder
of the time allotted to me, and then I
shall be prepared to suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Massachusetts yield back
the remainder of his time?

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has been used or yielded back.

Mr., KNOWLAND., I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Aiken George McCarthy
Allott Goldwater McClellan
Anderson Hayden McNamara
Barrett Hennings Millikin
Beall Hickenlooper Monroney
Bender Hil Mundt
Bennett Holland Neuberger
Bible Hruska Payne
Bridges Humphrey Potter
Butler Jackson Purtell
Capehart Jenner Robertson
W N.J Johnson, Tex., Russell
Case, 8. Dak, Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall
Clements Kefauver Schoeppel
Cotton Eerr Smith, Maine
Curtis Knowland Sparkman
Daniel Kuchel Stennis
Dirksen Laird Symington
Langer Thye
Dworshak Lehman Watkins
Eastland Long Willlams
Ellender Magnuson Wofford
Ervin Mansfield Young
Flanders Martin, Towa
Frear Martin, Pa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. At the present
moment my motion is a motion to re-
consider the action of the Senate in
ordering the amendments to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read the third
time. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Massachusetts is correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, we
all know what the issue at stake is. If
it is agreeable to the Senator from Mas=-
sachusetts, I would have no objection to
reconsidering the vote by which the
amendments were ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill ordered to a third
reading, in order that he may make his
motion directly on the amendment, fol-
lowing which I shall make a motion to
table that motion, and we can have a
direct vote.
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- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that that can be done
only by unanimous consent.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. RUSSELL. If that cofrse of ac-
tion is followed, will there then be an
hour’s debate on the motion to recon-
sider the vote by which the Williams
amendment was agreed to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, we do
not wish to take too much time. I am
wondering if we could not include in the
unanimous-consent request a provision
that there be no further debate, that the
Senate proceed immediately to vote, and
that the yeas and nays be ordered.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., As I under-
stand, if I now ask unanimous consent to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ments were ordered to be engrossed and
the third reading of the bill was ordered,
I can then make a motion to reconsider
the action by which the Senate adopted
the amendment of the Senator from Del-
aware, and ask that all time on that
motion to reconsider be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I therefore ask
unanimous consent that the vote by
which the amendments were ordered to
be engrossed and the third reading of the
bill was ordered be now reconsidered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Massachusetts?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. RUSSELL. Would it be possible
to include all of that in one unanimous-
consent request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It could
be done in one unanimous-consent re-
quest.

Mr. RUSSELL. I would object to its
being done piecemeal. If it is all done
at one time, and included in one
unanimous-consent request, I have no
objection to it.

Mr., SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I adopt the suggestion of the Senator
from Georgia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, the re-
quest of the Senator from Massachusetts
is modified as suggested by the Senator
from Georgia and the modified unani-
mous-consent request is agreed to.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If it is now in
order to do so, I yield back all my time,

Mr. RUSSELL. Iunderstood thatthat
was included in the unanimous-consent
agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
a part of the unanimous-consent agree-
ment. The question now is—— -

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware will state it,
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Mr. WILLIAMS., As I understand,
the Senator from Massachusetts would
still be permitted to make a motion to
reconsider the vote whereby my amend-
ment was agreed fo.

Mr. RUSSELL. No; that has all been
included in the unanimous-consent
agreement which has been entered into.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
has all been included in the unanimous-
consent agreement.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware will state it.

Mr, WILLTAMS. Would a motion to
lay on the table be in order at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that the parliamen-
tary position at this time is——

Mr., ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the com-
bined unanimous-consent agreement
which has been entered into.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Such a
request is in order. The request is suffi-
ciently seconded, and the yeas and nays
are ordered.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. JENNER. As I understand the
parliamentary situation, since the Senate
has adopted the combined unanimous
consent request of the Senator from
Georgia and the Senator from Massachu-
setts, we are now back where we were a
moment ago, and we are now voting on
the original gquestion, namely, on the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Delaware, and that the yeas and nays
on that question have been ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
parliamentary situation, as the Chair
understands it, is that the question now
is on agreeing to the motion to reconsider
the vote by which the Senate adopted
the Williams amendment. The yeas and
nays on that question have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

Mr. WILLIAMS., Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I wish to be sure
that I understand the parliamentary
situation. As I understand, we are now
voting on the motion of the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]
to reconsider the previous action of the
Senate in agreeing to my amendment.
A “yea" vote will be against a limita-
tion, as proposed in my amendment; and
a “nay” vote will be for the action pre-
viously recorded by the Senate. Is that
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
reconsider the vote by which the Senate
adopted the Williams amendment. A
vote “yea” is a vote in favor of recon-
sideration. A vote “nay” is a vote
against reconsideration. The question
is on agreeing to the motion to recon-
sider the vote by which the Senate
adopted the Williams amendment. The
clerk will eall the roll.

'lthe Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
b yo)
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Mr. BRIDGES (when his name was
called). On this vote I have pair with
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT=
ranpl. If he were present and voting he
would vote “yea.” If I wére permitted to
vote, I would vote “nay.” I withhold
my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrol,
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CaA-
veEz], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dovucras], the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. Eastranpl, the Senator from  Ar-
kansas [Mr. FurericET], the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. GrREEN], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
~NEpY], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel, the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Murray]l, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NeeLy]l, the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O’MaHONEY], the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastorel, the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Scorrl, and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERS] are absent on official
business.

On this vote the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Doucras] is paired with the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. Scorr].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Illinois would vote “nay” and the Sen-
ator from North Carolina would vote
uyea_u

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MorsE]
is paired with the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERs]. If present and voting,
the Senator from Oregon would vote
“nay” and the Senator from Florida
would vote “yea.”

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. Neeryl and the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasToreE] would each
vote “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
BusHu], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
CarLson], and the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. MaLonE] are absent on official busi-
ness,

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BrickEr],
the Senator from New York [Mr. Ives],
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. WEL-
KER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
SmitH] and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. WmLey]l are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Busul, the Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr. CarLson], and
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]
would each vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. WeLkER] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLex]l., If
present and voting, the Senator from
Idaho would vote “nay” and the Senator
from Wisconsin would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 22, as follows:

YEAS—49
Alken Case, N. J. Ervin
Anderson Case, 8. Dak. George
Beall Clements Hayden
Bender Curtis Hennings
Bennett Daniel Hickenlooper
Bible Dirksen Hill
Butler Duff Holland
Capehart Ellender Hruska

Humphrey Long Saltonstall
Jackson Magnuson Sparkman
Johnson, Tex. Mansfield Stennis
Johnston, 8, C. Martin, Towa Symington
Kefauver MecClellan Thye
Kerr McNamara Watkins
Enowland Millikin Wofford
Laird Monroney
Lehman Neuberger
NAYS—23

Allott Kuchel Robertzon
Barrett Langer Russell
Cotton Martin, Pa, Schoeppel
Dworshak McCarthy Smith, Malne
Flanders Mundt Willlams
Frear Payne Young
Goldwater Potter
Jenner Purtell

NOT VOTING—24
Bricker Fulbright Neely
Bridges Gore O’Mahoney
Bush Green Pastore
Byrd Ives Scott
Carlson Kennedy Smathers
Chavez Malone Smith, N. J.
Douglas Morse Welker
Eastland Murraw” Wiley

. So the motion to reconsider was agreed
0.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Wirtriamsl. All time is yielded back, the
yveas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

ﬁ'he Chief Clerk proceeded to eall the
roll.

Mr. BRIDGES (when his name was
called). I have a pair with the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Eastranpl. If he
were present and voting, he would vote
“nay.” If I were permitted to vote, I
would vote “yea.” I withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrol, the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr, CHAVEZ],
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouctLAs],
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
LAND], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLsricHT], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr, Gorel, the Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. GREEN], the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. KEnNEDY], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator
from Montana [Mr, MUrraY]1, the Sena-
tor from West Virginia [Mr. NEeeLyl,
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O’ManoneEY], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasTorE]l, the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Scorrl, and the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]
are absent on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois
[Mr, DoucLas] is paired with the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Scorrl. If
present and voting, the Senator from Il-
linois would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from North Carolina would vote *nay.”

The Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse] is paired with the Senator from
Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Oregon would
vote “yea,” and the Senator from Florida
would vote “nay.”

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. NEELY] and the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PastoreE]l would each vote
unay'n

Mr. SALTONSTALL., I announce that
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Busul, the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
CarLson], and the Senator from Nevada
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[Mr. MaroNe] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER],
the Senator from New York [Mr. Ivesl,
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr., WEL~
KEr] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
SmrTe] and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. WiLey]l are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Busa], the Sena-
tor from Kansas [Mr. CarrLsoN], and the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]
would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. WELKER] is paired with the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLey]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Idaho
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Wisconsin would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 28,
nays 43, as follows:

YEAS—28
Allott Jenner Potter
Barrett Kuchel Purtell
Case, 8. Dak, Langer Robertson
Cotton Mansfield Russell
Dirksen Martin, Pa, Schoeppel
Dworshak McCarthy Smith, Maine
Flanders MecNamara Willlams
Frear Mundt Young
Goldwater Neuberger
Humphrey Payne
NAYS—43
Alken George Long
Anderson ‘Hayden Magnuson
Beall Hennings Martin, Iowa
Bender Hickenlopper McClellan
Bennett Hill Millikin
Eible Holland Monroney
Butler Hruska Saltonstall
Capehart Jackson Sparkman
Case, N. J. Johnson, Tex. Stennis -
Clements Johnston, S. C. S8ymingto
Curtis Kefauver Thye
Danilel Kerr Watkins
Duff Knowland Wofford
Ellender Laird
in Lehman
NOT VOTING—24
Bricker Fulbright Neely
Bridges Gore O'Mahoney
Bush Green Pastore
Byrd Ives - Scott
Carlson EKennedy Smathers
Chavez Malone Smith, N, J.
Douglas Morse Welker
Eastland Murray Wiley
So Mr. WiLL1AaMS' amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. JENNER subsequently said: Mr,
President——

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield a half minute to the Senator from
Indiana.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, follow-
ing the vote just taken, I should like to
have printed in the Recorp the yea-and-
nay vote on the amendment when it was
adopted originally, when H. R. 12 was
under consideration, and also the first
vote today on the Willlams amendment,
which has just been rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the votes
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:
|From CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp of March 12,

19566)
The Vice PRESIDENT. The question now re-

curs on agreeing to the amendment of the
Benator from Delaware [Mr. WLriams], as
amended.
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On this question, the yeas and nays have
been ordered; and the Secretary will call the
roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. CLemMeNTs. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Tennessee [Mr. KEEFAUvER], the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. RoserTsoN], and the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are ab-
sent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr, Ke-
FaUVER] and the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RosErRTsON] would vote “yea.”

Mr. SaLToNsTALL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Colorado [Mr, Mmxin] and the

‘Senator from New Hampshire [Mr., CorToN]

are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]
is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. CoTroN] would vote
L ea'n
y’rhe result was announced—yeas 78, nays
11, as follows:

Yeas—T78: Aiken; Allott; Barkley; Barrett;
Beall; Bender; Bennett; Bible; Bricker;
Bridges; Bush; Butler; Byrd; Carlson; Case,
New Jersey; Case, South Dakota; Chavez;
Clements; Curtis; Danlel; Dirksen; Douglas;
Duff; Dworshak; Ervin; Flanders; Frear;
George; Goldwater; Gore; Green; Hennings;
Hickenlooper; Hill; Hruska; Humphrey; Ives;
Jackson; Jenner; Johnson, Texas; Johnston,
South Carolina; Eennedy, Euchel, Langer;

Lehman; Magnuson; Malone; Mansfield;
Martin, Iowa; Martin, Pennsylvania; Mc-
Carthy; McNamara; Monroney; Morse;
Mundt; Murray; Neely; Neuberger;

O'Mahoney; Pastore; Payne; Potter; Purtell;
Baltonstall; Schoeppel; Scott;. Smathers;
Smith, Maine; Smith, New Yersey; Spark-
man; Symington; Thurmond; Thye; Wat-
kins; Welker; Wiley; Williams; Young.

Nays—11: Anderson; Eastland; Ellender;
Fulbright; Hayden; Holland; EKerr; Enow-
land; Long; McClellan; Stennis.

Not voting—6: Capehart; Cotton;
fauver; Millikin; Robertson; Russell.

So Mr. WiLriams' amendment, as amended,
was agreed to.

Ee-

[From the CoNGRESsroNaL REcorp of May 18,
1956]

Mr. Jouanson of Texas.
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the
legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. Byrp], the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. CHavez], the Sena-
tor from Illinols [Mr. DoucLAs], the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLsricHT], the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorg], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr, GREEN|, the Senator from
Masachusetts [Mr. KeNnnNepy], the Benator
from Oregon |Mr. Morsg], the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MurraY], the Senator from
West Virgina [Mr. NeeLy ], the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY |, the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasToRE]|, the Senate from
North Carolina [Mr. ScorT], and the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS| are absent
on official business.

On this vote the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DoucLAs] is paired with the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Scorr]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Illinois would
vote "yea"” and the Senator from North
Carolina would vote *nay.”

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsg] is
paired with the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmaTHERS,] If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from Oregon would vote “yea” and the
Senator from Florida would vote “nay.”

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
NeeLy] and the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PasTore] would each vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce that the sen-
for Benator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH],
the Senator from EKansas [Mr. CARLSON], and

Mr. President,
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the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MaLoNE] are
absent on official business.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER], the
Benator from New York [Mr. Ives], and the
Benator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] are neces-
sarily absent.

The Benator from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]
and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]
are detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Busa], the Senator from
Eansas [Mr. Carrson], and the Benator from
Nevada [Mr, MaronNe| would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
WeLEER] is paired with the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. WmLey]. If present and vot-
ing, the Senator from Idaho would vote “yea”
and the Senator from Wisconsin would vote
“nay."

The result was announced—yeas 44, nays
20, as follows:

Yeas—44: Allott; Barrett; Beall; Bender;
Bennett; Bridges; Butler; Case, New Jersey;
Case, South Dakota; Cotton; Curtls; Dirk-
sen; Duff; Dworshak; Flanders; Frear; Gold-
water; Hayden; Hickenlooper; Hill; Hruska;
Humphrey; Jenner; Kuchel; Langer; Mans-
field; Martin, Iowa; Martin, Pennsylvania;
McCarthy; McNamara; Mundt; Neuberger;
Payne; Potter; Purtell; Robertson; Russell;
Saltonstall; Schoeppel; Smith, Maine; Spark-
man; Watkins; Williams; Young.

Nays—20: Aiken; Anderson; Bible; Cape-
hart; Clements; Danilel; Eastland; Ellender;
Ervin; George; Hennings; Holland; Jackson;
Johnson, Texas; Johnston, South Carollna;
Kefauver; Kerr; Enowland; Laird; Lehman;
Long; Magnuson; McClellan; Millikin; Mon=
roney; Stennis; Symington; Thye; Wofford.

Mot voting—22: Bricker; Bush; Byrd; Carl-
son; Chavez; Douglas; Fulbright; Gore;
Green; Ives; Kennedy; Malone, Morse; Mur-
ray; Neely; O'Mahoney; Pastore: Scott;
Smathers; Smith, New Jersey; Welker; Wiley.

So the amendment of Mr. WILLIAMS was
agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=-
dent, I move to reconsider the vote by
which the amendment of the Senator
from Delaware was rejected.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the motion of the
Senator from Texas.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no amendment to be proposed, the
question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and the third reading of
the hill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill pass?

Mr. WILLIAMS and other Senators
requested the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time is under the control of the majority
leader and the minority leader.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Pres-
ident, I yield a few minutes to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY].

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp, just prior to the vote on
this bill, a statement that I have pre-
pared, comparing the bill before us, H. R.
10875, to the bill S. 2949, known as the
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administration bill, introduced earlier
this year.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Herein is a list of the differences between
8. 2049, which was prepared by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, and H. R. 10875 as re-
ported by the Senate Committee on Agricul-
ture. The differences are as follows:

1. The declaration of policy in H. R. 10875
takes wildlife conservation interests into
account.

2. H.R. 10875 includes In the acreage re-
serve program, along with the commodities
covered by S. 2949, the following: corn pro-
duced outside the commercial area, grain
sorghums, barley, rye, oats, peanuts, flue-
cured tobacco, burley tobacco, Maryland to-
bacco, dark alr-cured tobacco, fire-cured to-
bacco, Virginia sun-cured t*obacco, cigar
binder tobacco types 51, 52, b4, and 55, and
Ohio cigar filler tobacco types 42, 43, and 44.

3. H. R. 108756 permits reserve acreage to
be grazed, If necessary, to relieve disaster.

4, H. R. 10875 provides specifically for in-
clusion in the acreage reserve program of
lands on which the 1956 rrop is plowed under,
or the reduction in acreage otherwise made,
within 21 days after enactment of the act.

5. Provisions for the control of noxious
weeds have been specifically included in the
acreage and conservation reserve programs
by H. R. 10875.

6. H. R. 10875 prescribes acreage reserve
contracts containing penalties for violation.

7. H. R. 10875 provides for a hase acreage
of 51 million acres for corn in lieu of an
acreage allotment for 1956 and for 1957, 1958,
and 1959 if producers vote for discretionary
price support in lieu of acreage allotments
and mandatory price support.

8. H.R. 10875 contains price-support pro=-
visions for corn and feed grains.

9. H.R. 10875 makes particlpation in the
soll-bank program a requirement for price-
support eligibility for corn and feed grains,
and provides a base acreage similar to an
acreage allotment for feed grains.

10. H. R. 10875 restricts acreage-reserve
payments in kind to payments made with re-
spect to grains, limits the amount of grain
which may be used for payments in kind,
restricts the time for making payments in
grain with respect to the normal harvesting
season, provides that payments shall be such
as to encourage underplanting allotments for
more than 1 year, and requires the Secretary
to make adjustments in yields for abnormal
conditions in establishing rates of compen-
sation.

11. H. R. 10875 requires acreage-reserve
compensation to be paid as scon as compli-
ance with acreage-reduction requirements
have been determined.

12. H. R. 10875 imposes an annual limita-
tion of $750 million upon the overall acreage=
reserve program and individual annual limits
on acreage-reserve programs for each com=-
modity.

13. Section 106 of S. 2949, which authorized
the sale of certain quantities of Commodity
Credit Corporation stocks at market prices
without regard to the sales price limitations
of section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949,
is omitted from H. R. 10875.

14. H. R. 10875 provides for sofl, water,
wildlife and forest conserving uses on conser-
vation reserve lands.

15. H. R. 10875 extends the conservation
reserve program to lands devoted to such soil-
conservation crops as tame hay which do not
require annual tillage.

16. H. R. 10875 permits harvesting of tim-
ber and wildlife or other natural products
from conservation reserve lands.

17. H. R. 10875 provides for inclusion in
conservation reserve contracts of a prohi-
bition against diversion of lands from con-
servation, woods, grazing or other use to any
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use specified by the Secretary as one which
would tend to defeat the purpose of the con-
tract.

18, The penalty provisions applicable to
soil bank contracts have been substantially
modified to provide special penalties for graz-
ing or harvesting, to provide different for-
feitures for more serious violations, and to
provide administrative and court review of
contract terminations for serious violations.

19. H. R. 108756 permits the Secretary to
use advertising and bid procedure in deter-
mining lands to be covered by conservation
reserve contracts.

20. H. R. 10875 provides for the establish-
ment of a conservation reserve goal and for
its distribution among States on the basis
of the needs of the country and of the va-
rious States.

21, H. R. 10875 provides for annual reports
to Congress on the conservation reserve pro-

am.

22, The Hmitation of 5,000 on annual con-
servation reserve payments to any person
with respect to land in any State is omitted
from H. R. 10875.

23. H. R. 10875 authorizes 15-year conser=
vation reserve contracts for tree cover,

24. The annual conservation reserve pro-
gram would be limited to $460 million by
H. R. 10875.

25. H. R. 10875 authorizes the Secretary to
produce, as well as purchase, conservation
materials and services for the conservation
reserve program.

26. H. R. 10875 requires compliance with
acreage allotments as a condition of eligi-
bility for soil bank participation.

27. H. R. 10875 prohibits the reapportion-
ment of acreage allotments diverted from
production as a result of soil bank partici-
pation.

28. Section 118 of H. R. 10875 provides for
utilization of a number of Federal and State
agencies,

29, Bection 119 of H. R. 10875 provides for
the utilization of land use capability data.

30. H. R. 10875 provides for the use of
approprinted funds in carrying out the soil
bank after June 30, 1957.

31. Provisions for the protection of tenants
and sharecroppers have been consolidated
and substantially modified in H. R. 10875.

82. H. R. 10875 prohlbits the leasing of
Government lands for the production of sur-
plus price-supported crops.

33. H. R. 10875 provides for pooling of con-
servation-reserve land.

34. H. R. 108756 provides for the orderly
liguildation of CCC stocks and submission to
Congress of surplus disposal, food stamp, and
food stockpiling programs.

85. H. R. 10875 brings cotton stapling 1114g
inches and longer within the quota appli-
cable to cotton stapling 11§ inches or longer,
and reguires CCC to sell its current stocks
of extra long staple cotton.

36. H. R. 10876 provides for an export sales
program for cotton.

37. H. R. 10875 authorizes agreements lim-
iting exports by forelgn countries to the
Unlted States.

38. H. R. 10875 authorlzes £500 million to
be appropriated annually to supplement sec-
tion 32 funds.

39. H. R. 10875 provides for transfer to the
supplemental stockpile of other materials
acquired through barter, as well as strategic
materials so acquired, and authorizes appro-
priations to reimburse the Commodity Credit
Corporation for materials so transferred.

40. H. R. 10875 increases the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated under title II
of Public Law 480 to $500 million, and au-
thorizes payment by CCC of ocean freight
costs on donations under title II of Public
Law 480 and section 416 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949,

41. H. R. 10875 provides for a bipartisan
commission to recommend legislation for the
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increased industrial use of agricultural prod-
ucts.

42. H. R. 10875 provides for food donations
to certain penal institutlons.

43, H. R. 10876 prohibits extension of cer-
tain benefits to crops grown on certain Fed-
eral frrigation or drainage projects.

44, H. R. 10875 authorizes the Commodity
Credit Corporation to pay the cost of proc-
essing donated food commodities.

45. The provision of 8. 2949 for extension
and enlargement of the special school milk
program is omitted from H. R. 10875, having
been taken care of by other legislation.

46. The provision of S. 2949 changing the
base grade of cotton for purposes of parity
and price support is omitted from H. R.
10875.

47. The provision of 8. 2049, reducing
CCC's minimum general sales price for basic
and storable nonbasic commodities to the
current support price plus carrying charges,
is omitted from H. R. 10875.

48, H. R. 108756 provides for extension to
the 1956 and 1957 wheat crops of the sur-
render and reapportionment provisions ap=
plicable to the 1955 crop.

49, H. R. 10875 provides for minimum na-
tional and State acreage allotments for cot=
ton for 1957 and 1958.

50. H. R. 10875 provides mandatory mini-
mum cotton farm acreage allotments in all
counties (including those on a historical
basis) and provides 100,000 additional acres,

51. H. R. 10875 provides minimum State
rice acreage allotments for 1956 and mini-
mum national and State rice acreage allot-
ments for 1957 and 19568.

52. H. R. 10875 increases peanut marketing
penalties to 75 percent of the support price.

53. H. R, 10875 imposes interest at 6 per-
cent on peanut marketing penalties, and im-
poses a lien upon the crop until the penalty
is paid.

54, H. R. 10875 provides for the preserva-
tion of the acreage history of unused allot-
ments where proper notice is given to the
county committee.

55. S. 2049 contains special durum wheat
provisions similar to those of Public Law 431
of this Congress,

56. 8. 2049 would have reduced the size of
the commercial wheat area.

57. 8. 2949 would have repealed the peanut
minimuny national acreage allotment pro-
vislon.

58. H. R. 10875 provides for assistance to
States for tree planting and reforestation.

59. H. R. 10875 provides for forest products
price reporting and research.

60. H. R. 10875 provides for a 2-price plan
for rice,

61. H. R. 10875 provides for support at com-
petitive support levels for cottonseed and
soybeans whenever the price of either is sup-
ported.

62. H. R. 10875 freezes the transitional par-
ity price of corn, wheat, and peanuts at 85
percent of old parity in 1857 and 1958, and
provides for a study of the parity formula.

63, S. 2049 provides for a gasoline tax re-
fux:d. This has been passed by other legis-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time is under the control of the majority
leader and the minority leader.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield to me for
half a minute?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Iyield.

Mr., ELLENDER. I ask unanimous
consent that the bill be printed with the
Senate amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Del-
aware.
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, inor-
der that there may be no misunderstand-
ing, I merely wish to repeat what I said
previously about the amendment which
was just rejected.

That amendment was recommended by
the President to be included in the bill,
and the Secretary of Agriculture testi-
fied before the committee and urged the
limitations provided by the amendment.
It has been recommended by the admin-
istration throughout; and the original
bill which was introduced by the Senator
from Vermont and practically every
member of the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry except myself included
the same provision as has just been re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the
Senators in eontrol of the time yield back
the remainder of their time?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I am prepared to
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
should like to ask several questions of the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, on a
matter of some importance.

The first question is, Under the con-
servation reserve program, is it intended
to put land into trees and vegetative
cover which might otherwise be used for
producing field crops which are in sur-
plus supply?

Mr, ELLENDER. The answer is “Yes.”

Mr. NEUBERGER. The second ques-
tion is, Would the fact that good, sound
productive soil was once in trees and is
now available for crop use rule out such
land as being cropland eligible for the
conservation reserve program?

Mr. ELLENDER. The answer is “No.”

Mr. NEUBERGER. The reason I
have asked the questions is that there
are some areas of Oregon and Wash-
ington which were planted in fine fruit
trees, but, because of a disastrous freeze,
they are about to be used for the pro-
duction of field crops.

However, if the particular farmers can
get some assistance under the conserva-
tion reserve program, they will return
the land to nursery stock and vegetative
cover for a number of years, and thereby
avoid increasing the production of crops
in surplus supply.

Does the language of the bill authorize
the Department of Agriculture to in-
clude such acreage in a conservation re-
serve contract? Is that the opinion of
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry?

Mr. ELLENDER. If the land is con-
sidered as cropland it could be put in the
conservation reserve and put into vege-
tative cover or trees; but I doubt that
it could be put into trees such as apple
trees, or even nursery stock. In my
opinion, that could not be done within
the purposes of the act.

In other words, if the land that has
been an apple orchard and crops have
been regularly produced on it, the land
could be put into the conservation re-
serve program, but it could not be put
back into apples or back into a producing
crop, as I understand the bill,

Mr. NEUBERGER. In other words, if
it was used for nursery stock, it would
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not qualify under the conservation
reserve.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. I
do not see how it could be used for the
production of any agricultural commod-
ity and still meet the purposes of the
act.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
El_ent. I yield back the remainder of my

ime.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Alltime
has been yielded back. The question is
on the final passage of the bhill.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill pass?

The bill (H. R. 10875) was passed.

GREAT LAKES BULK-CARGO
VESSELS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of Calendar No. 1896,
Senate bill 3108.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (8.
3108) to encourage the construction of
modern Great Lakes bulk-carge vessels.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

CONFERRING JURISDICTION UPON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT
COURTS TO ADJUDICATE CERTAIN
CLAIMS OF FEDERAL EMPLOY-
EES—CONFERENCE REFORT

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NeerLy], I submit a report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the hill
(H. R. 5862) to confer jurisdiction upon
United States district courts to adjudi-
cate certain claims of Federal employees
for the recovery of fees, salaries, or com-~
pensation. I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE
in the chair). The report will be read
for the information of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report, as
follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
5862) to confer jurisdiction upon United
Btates district courts to adjudicate certain
claims of Federal employees for the re-
covery of fees, salaries, or compensation,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recoms-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“That, notwithstanding any lapse of time
or statute of limitations,; and notwithstand-
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ing section 1346 (d) (2) of title 28, United
States Code, the United States district courts
shall have jurisdiction of all civil actions or
claims to recover fees, salary, or compensation
for official services of employees of the United
States which were filed prior to October 31,
1951, and were thereafter dismissed for
want of jurisdiction as a result of the amend-
ment made to such section by section 50 (b)
of the act entitled 'An act to amend certain
titles of the United States Code, and for
other purposes’, approved October 31, 1951.
“Such cases which were pending in the
distriet courts or in the courts of appeals
on October 31, 1951, and which may have
been dismissed by reason of the withdrawal
of jurisdiction during their pendency, shall
be restored upon petition to the appropriate
court within 1 year after the effective date
of this act.”
And the Senate agree to the same.
MatTHEW M. NEELY,
PrICE DANIEL,
ARTHUR V. WATKINS,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
JAMES B. FRAZIER, Jr.,
WiLLiam TUCK,
PaTtrICK J. HILLINGS,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, the
language of H. R. 5862 as it passed the
House of Representatives and the lan-
guage of the amendment in the nature
of a substitute which was adopted by
the Senate are designed to accomplish
precisely the same purpose. For that
reason, there is no disagreement on the
purpose that is to be achieved by the
proposed legislation. The conferees
have agreed that the language in the
House version, so far as it adopted the
form of temporary legislation rather
than a permanent amendment to title
28 of the United States Code, should be
adopted. However, the conferees felt
that additional language which was
contained in the Senate version should
be supplied to the House version to make
clear that cases affected by this me-sure
may be restored, by appropriate petition,
in the courts from which they were dis-
missed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report,

The report was agreed to.

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. EASTLAND, by unanimous con-
sent, as in executive session, submitted
the following favorable report of a2 nomi-
nation from the Committee on the Ju=-
diciary:

James R. Dunecan, of Virginia, to be a
member of the Subversive Activities Con-

trol Board, vice EKathryn McHale, term ex-
pired.

NOMINATION OF SENATOR LONG TO
A THIRD TERM IN THE SENATE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. Presi-
dent I wish to congratulate our beloved
friend and colleague, the Honorable Rus-
sELL Long, one of the youngest Senators
ever to enter this Chamber, who today
has been nominated—the time for filing
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has closed without his having any oppo-
nent—to his third term in the United
States Senate.

I believe the record will show that
Senator Long is the youngest person ever
to have been nominated to a third term
and elected to a third term—nomination
in this instance being equivalent, I am
confident, to election.

I know that all Senators share my very
high regard and deep affection for Sen-
ator LoNG.

Earlier today an order was entered
upon the recommendation of the Demo-
cratic steering committee, electing Sen-
ator LonG to one of the great committees
of the Senate, the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Senator Long is the able son of worthy
parents. Both his father and his mother
served in this Chamber with distinction.

I know all my colleagues will want to
join with me in congratulating Senator
Lone upon this attainment of an honor
which has come to few, if any, men in
our history.

PEOPLE’S CAPITALISM

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
earlier this year under the auspices of the
United States Information Agency, and
based on a proposal of the National Ad-
vertising Council, an exhibit called Peo-
ple’s Capitalism was on display at the
Union Station. Certain aspects of this
exhibit caused widespread concern, par-
ticularly among observers who have con-
sidered possible repercussions in Asia and
Africa, areas sensitive to any representa-
tion of the United States as a boastful,
materialistic power. There was a feeling
among many observers that People's
Capitalism, as first displayed, presented
a picture of an America, proud only of
its material achievements and largely de-
void of deeper spiritual or philosophical
foundations.

Typical of the reactions of many ob-
servers are the comments of Mr. S.
Douglas Cornell, executive officer of the
National Academy of Sciences in Wash-
ington. I ask unanimous consent that a
10-paragraph description written by
him of the People’s Capitalism exhibit
be inserted at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorDp, as follows:

PEOPLE'S CAPITALISM

The People's Capitallsm exhibit fills me
with dismay. Dismay because it shows with
all the terrible persuasiveness of the skilled
professional salesman the stark materialism
of America that many foreigners, in my
opinion, fear for its emptiness of spiritual
values even more than they envy for its ma-
terial achlevements. Dismay, too, because
if that aspect of America is the best message
for the world that public-spirited business
organizations of the country, and the USIA,
can prepare, then we are Indeed in an era of
spiritual poverty and we may well despair of
America’'s willingness to find the humility
and make the sacrifice that alone can bring
an answer to the divisions within and outside
our country.

What is the exhibit designed to do? If it
is to show what America has accomplished
economically and industrially, then it does a
splendid job. But I cannot see the relevance
of that to other people's problems in the
world today except insofar as it shows the
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magnificent physical equipment that we have
to help others. It fails to say how, or even
whether, we propose to use our wealth, our
resources, our great good fortune, our en-
ergles, and our hearts to help solve the
world’s problems. That is what would carry
a truly compelling message to other peoples.

If it is intended to show that the pros-
perity we have gained is what other nations
should desire and could achieve if they
emulated us, and that therein lies the answer
for a groping, longing world, then it seems
to me to be based on a fundamental fallacy.
Other peoples will not be convinced. They
know something of the extraordinary com=-
bination of natural resources, geography,
transportation, communications, tempera-
ment, energles, and talents that built our
industrial civilization. Why should an ac-
count of that kind speak persuasively to
India, where there is no coal and millions
lack the fuel to warm themselves or to cook
their food? Or to China with teeming mil-
lions In an agrarian culture? Or to Japan,
crowded into a narrow strip of habitable
land and heavily dependent on foreign
sources for raw materials and even food?
Or to Burma, or Indonesia, or Afghanistan?

America cannot meet the deepest needs of
people today by displaying the material re-
sults of our particular combination of for-
tunate circumstances, and saying, in effect,
“You should be like us, and you can be if
you will work as hard and be as lucky.”
Many other people work harder than we do,
and they haven't been as lucky. And many
of them see us enthroning material prosper=-
ity as our standard and economic success as
our god, and the wise among them don't want
that.

The exhibit is not an effective answer to
Soviet propaganda. The Soviets already
know what we have accomplished in indus-
trial production; indeed, they keep saying
publicly that they are striving to match our
high performance. Everyone else knows it
too. And the statistics of public participa-
tion in our capitalism, no matter how
heartening to us, won't mean much to the
peasant who cannot comprehend them or
to the intellectual who has learned to mis-
trust all statistics, and especially “official”
ones.

What people everywhere need most to know
is the answer to the question, “What is in
America's heart?” Not the heart of an ad-
vertising man alone, nor of a Government
official, but in the hearts of the men and
women who are America. There is fear that,
as has been said recently by a Canadian
philosopher, both America and Canada have
pursued economic prosperity at the expense
of everything else and have won exactly
that—economic prosperity at the expense of
everything else.

America has a slumbering heart—a heart
that once responded to the spiritual chal-
lenge of a revolution fought to establish
moral standards as the very basls of democ-
racy and freedom. Our Founding Fathers
understood these things with crystal clarity.
In 1776 John Adams said, “There must be a
posltive passion for the public good, and pub-
lic interest, honor, power, and glory, estab-
lished In the minds of the people, or there
can be no republican government, or any
real liberty.” And in his Notes on Virginia
Thomas Jefferson wrote, “Can the liberties
of a nation be thought secure when we have
removed their only firm basis, a conviction in
the minds of the people that these liberties
are the gift of God?”

Where are those elements in the People’s
Capltalism exhibit? How does America pro-
pose to use her good fortune to meet the
world’s needs? What is in America’s heart?
If others already fear that we have subordi-
nated the spiritual values that are the foun-
dation of our democracy to an economic and
material god and to standards that have
nothing to do with moral conduct, then the
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People’s Capitalism exhibit will go far to
confirm those fears.

Where is the exhibit that will speak to
people because it shows evidence that we are
striving to raise in the modern world that
“standard to which the wise and honest can
repair” that was enjoined on the Constitu-
tional Convention 169 years ago by George
‘Washington?

I realize that these comments do not
themselves offer constructive alternative ma-
terial for an exhibit. The preparation of
an exhibit for extensive overseas showing
would require the greatest care and a search-
ing effort to find the facets of American life,
and the evidence of American convictions,
that would carry a message of courage,
strength, moral purpose, and faith in a fu-
ture, to give to the peoples of the world. I
should be glad to discuss these matters
further.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
when the distinguished senior Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Smita] brought
Mr. Cornell’s analysis to my attention
early in April, I wrote to the Senator
agreeing with many of the criticisms
which had been made of the People’s
Capitalism exhibit.

I ask unanimous consent that perti-
nent portions of my letter to the Senator
of April 6, 1956, be inserted at this point
in my remarks.

There being no objection, the portions
of the letter were ordered to be printed
in the REcorb, as follows:

The Honorable H. ALEXANDER SMITH,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr Avex: Thank you very much for your
letter of April 2 and the enclosed copy of
the letter you have written to Becretary
Dulles about the exhibit, People’s Capitalism.
Alex, I agree with you completely and want
to endorse everything you said in your letter
to the Secretary. I think that Mr. Cornell’s
account is also precisely in point. Why is
this point so hard for some people to grasp?

I am sure that you were as distressed as I
was to read in President Elsenhower's speech
to the National Advertising Council on the
same day that you wrote your letter, April 2,
that the People's Capitalism exhibit seemed
imaginative to him. I was even more dis=-
tressed to find him adding: "I don't know
how many of you have seen it, but to me
it is the kind of message that America cught
to be carrying abroad. I would have liked
to have seen some kind of adjective put be-
tween ‘people’s’ and ‘capitalism, * * *
something of the order of ‘competitive’ or
something of that kind."

This statement by the President was all
the more ironic because he went on later
in his speech to stress the importance of
our belief in *“the dignity of man, the inde-
pendence of nations, the right of people to
determine for themselves their own faith"—
rather than stressing the 150 gadgets in a
new American kitchen.

I have lauded today the constructive ele-
ments of the President's speech. I am at-
taching a news release which says so in so
many words. I wish I could similarly laud
the President's endorsement of the People's
Capitalism project and regret that I cannot.

Bincerely,
HuserT H. HUMPHREY.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, dur-
ing recent weeks, I have “een pleased to
hear that the United States Information
Agency was reconsidering some aspects
of the People's Capitalism exhibit. This
information was substantiated by an ar-
ticle appearing in the Washington Star
on May 16, 1956, entitled “USIA Revising
Exhibit on People’s Capitalism.” I ask
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unanimous consent that this article ap-
pear at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

USIA RevisiNg ExHmIT oN PEOPLE'S
CAPITALISM

The United States exhibit designed to show
people overseas how the American system of
capitalism works for everyone in this coun-
try 1s undergoing changes in its individual
displays.

The exhibit, named People’s Capltalism,
is the work of the United States Information
Agency. It was based on an idea offered
by the Advertising Council.

‘When it was given a trial showing in Wash-
ington last February, President Eisenhower
and thousands of Washingtonians and rep-
resentatives of foreign nations visited it.
The USIA solicited suggestions from all
visitors.

CHALLENGED BY EXPERTS

One of the comments voiced by several
local museum experts was directed against
the opening display in the exhlbit, a copy
of an old home labeled “This is the way
Americans lived in 1776.” The experts said
that many of the house's furnishings dated
from a later perlod than 1776, some of them
from the mid-19th century.

One of the principal changes the USIA
1s making before sending the exhibit over-
seas this summer is to change the designa-
tion of the old house to read "This is how
Americans lived In the time of Abraham
Linecoln.”

Another change will double the space given
to the section on the cultural and spiritual
development of the United States.

A third change is being made in the ex-
hibit's final display, a prefabricated steel
house designed to show how Americans have
advanced through the benefits of capitalism,
A USIA spokesman said the house is being
revamped to make it less slick and give it a
Hved-in look,

GOING TO NEAR EAST

The Agency plans to ship the exhibit to
India and the Near East sometime in the
middle of the summer. A spokesman sald
the Agency hopes to line up appearances at
& serles of trade fairs in Asian countries.

He said USIA was not disturbed by the
sometimes caustic criticism aroused by the
exhibit here, especially concerning the old
house.

“Our in showing the exhibit in
Washington was to provoke reaction, so we
would know what to do with the show before
we sent it overseas,” he said. He said the
problem of the date of the furnishings of
the old house had been solved by simply
updating the house to a later period.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, at
this point, Mr. President, none of us has
any way of knowing whether these re-
visions will be major or minor, but I do
hope that appropriate officials in the
USIA will consider the considerable crit-
icism which has been directed to the
exhibit, and that they will redesign it so
that it will give a meaningful representa-
tion of American life to the people over-
seas who are often more interested in
democratic ideas than in refrigerators
and bathtubs.

POLITICAL. PROELEMS GREATER
THAN MILITARY PROBLEMS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
Secretary of Defense Wilson and Adm.
Arthur Radford, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, testified earlier this
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week before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article about the hearing by
Doris Fleeson entitled “Radford Points
to Worry Area,” be inserted at this point
in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

RaproRp POINTS TO WORRY AREA—ADMIRAL
Says Our PoLITICAL PROBLEMS ARE GREATER
THAN MILITARY ONES

Adm. Arthur W. Radford, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, has lent his great pres-
tige to those who contend that the Russians
are beating the United States on the political
and diplomatic fronts of the cold war.

The admiral expressed satisfaction with the
country's military posture. He sald that
since 1950 we had generated a very great
military strength which had prevented the
spread of the Korean war and an attack on
the United States. But he added:

“It is in the political and diplomatic field
that we have to worry. The mew Russian
approach, their ability to talk sweet and dis-
arm criticism, poses new problems for us in
critical areas. There our troubles are great-
er than in the military field.”

Answering a question by Senator Hum-
PHREY, he sald he knew of no promise of
ald to any nation made by the Sovlet Union
that it did not keep. He said he hoped the
Russians would run into trouble as they ex-
panded their promises, but he agreed with
Mr. HuomrHREY that it would be an unwise
assumption to suggest that they couldn't de-
liver on their commitments.

More reporters than spectators were in the
caucus room when Foreign Relations Com-
mittee Senators questioned the Nation's top
military man and his civilian boss, Secretary
of Defense Wilson. At issue is the adminis-
tration's expanded forelgn-aid bill of $4.9
billion.

It is now admitted that cuts in the pro-
gram during the past 2 years were achieved
by emptying the pipelines. Now they have
to be filled again, hence the increase.

Senators recalled that the famous old
hearing room was jammed to capacity and
had a waiting line outside when Senator
HumMrPHREY heard witnesses recently on his
bill to enforce humane slaughter upon the
Nation’s packinghouses. In past years for-
eign ald and military figures of Radford’s
eminence also have attracted crowds when
they discussed the American position as com-
pared to Russia.

Present apathy may in part be due to the
fact that Americans now accept foreign aid
as one of the disagreeable necessities of life
in a cold war era.

It is also illustrative of the role the Amer-
ican Presidency plays in the creation and
expression of the national will. So long as
the President refuses to admit concern the
public refuses to get excited. This is espe-
cially true of President Eisenhower in the
military-foreign affairs realm where hls ex-
perience has been so great.

A parade of witnesses has been appearing
before congressional committees on the topic
of countering the changed Russian policy,
the successful Russian penetration of the
Middle East and Africa, and Russian progress
in nuclear weapons and general technology.
That parade 1s growing very long.

Its message remains rather simple. The
Russians are doing fine with their new line.
We have still to devise a product to outsell
theirs. Nor are all military leaders in accord
with Admiral Radford that the Pentagon is
more than holding its own.

Perhaps Secretary Wilson, whose natural
candor occaslonally bursts the confines of
the teamwork imposed on all the Eisenhower
administration, has given the answer to the
lack of a creative new program. In so many
words he told the Senators that the admin-

May 18

istration recognizes the new trend but hasn't
been able to make up its mind where the
trend is carrying us.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, on Monday there will be a call of
the calendar.

Then it is proposed to consider the
Great Lakes bulk cargo vessels bill, pro-
vided the Senators who are interested
in the bill are present. That bill will
be followed by the retirement hill. We
have an agreement that speeches may
be made on the retirement bill, but there
will be no yea-and-nay votes on that bill
on Monday. We hope the retirement
bill ean be acted on Tuesday, and that we
can then take up the agricultural ap-
propriation bill.

The agricultural appropriation bill
will probably be followed by the housing
bill, and that will probably be followed
by the highway bill.

We ought to consider all those bills
next week, although they may not be
considered in the order I have stated.

We also expect the Senate to consider
the State-Justice-Judiciary appropria-
tion bill sometime next week.

I am informed that there will be re-
ported to the Senate during the week,
very probably, the District of Columbia,
the general government, the independ-
ent offices, and the Commerce Depart-
ment appropriation bills,

So I want the Senate to be on notice
that we shall consider perhaps 4 or 5
appropriation bills during the coming
week and perhaps the early part of the
next week.

RECESS TO MONDAY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What
is the pleasure of the Senate?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there are no further statements
to be made by any Senator, I move that
the Senafe stand in recess until Monday
next at 12 o’clock noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8
o’clock and 1 minute p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until Monday, May 21, 1956,
at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate May 18 (legislative day of May 1),
1956:

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

T. A. M. Craven, of Virginia, to be 8 mem-
ber of the Federal Communications Com-
mission for a term of 7 years from July 1,
1956, vice Edward Mount Webster, term ex-
piring.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Frederick Van Pelt Bryan, of New York, to
be United States district judge for the south-

ern district of New York, vice Willlam Bondy,
retired.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate May 18 (legislative day of
May 7), 1956:

NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING COMMISSION

‘Walter Bedell Smith, general, United States
Army, retired, to be a member of the Na-



1956

tional Security Training Commission for a
term of b years; expiring June 19, 1961.

IN THE ARMY
APPOINTMENT AS CHIEF OF FINANCE, UNITED

STATES ARMY, AS MAJOR GENERAL IN THE REG=

ULAR ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES, AND AS

MAJOR GENERAL (TEMPORARY), ARMY OF THE

UNITED STATES, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF

SECTION 206 OF THE ARMY ORGANIZATION ACT

OF 1950 AND SECTIONS 513 AND 515 (C) OF

THE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT OF 1947

Brig. Gen. Harry Wells Crandall, 016238,
Army of the United States (colonel, U. 8.
Army).

The following-named officer under the pro-
visions of section 504 of the Officer Personnel
Act of 1947 to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under subsection (b) of section
504, in rank as follows:

Lt. Gen. Cortlandt Van Rensselaer Schuy-
ler, 014905, Army of the United States (major
general, U. 8. Army), in the rank of general.

The officers named herein for promotion as
Reserve commissioned officers of the Army
under the provisions of the Reserve Officer
Personnel Act of 1954, Public Law 773, 83d
Congress.

To be major generals

Brig. Gen, Henry Kimmell Fluck, 0415805.

Brig. Gen. Henry Kirksey Kellogg, 0286132,

PBrig. Gen. Ralph Julian Olson, 0232882.

Brig. Gen. Joseph John Scannell, 03505627,

Brig. Gen. Edmund Robert Walker, 0291567,

Brig. Gen. Edward Otto Wolf, 0298530,

To be brigadier generals

Col. Neah Dwight Allison, 0278182,

Col. Cliff. Frederick Beyers, O267530.

Col. Francis Halsey Boland, Jr., O233853.

Col. James Charles Cairns, O285315.

Col. Leonard Nichols Dunkel, O178133.

Col. Gilbert William Embury, O233743.

Col. Leslie Lee Evans, 0246332,

Col. John Simon Gleason, Jr,, O308099.

Col. Willlam Joseph Hixson, Jr., 0302021,

Col. Graber Eidwell, 0295004,

Col. John Martin McGreevy, 0278060.

Col. Eugene Maler, O270647.

Col. Theodore Henry Marshall, 0235213,

Col. Leon Lewis Mathews, O255628.

Col. Fernando C. Mencaccy, O278275.

Col. William Eugene Miller, O283629.

Col. George Poindexter Munson,
0257114,

Jr.,
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Col. Edward Anderson Pagels, 0318908,
Col. William James Sutton, O263659.
Col. Harley Bruce West, O268317.

RETIRED LIST

Gen, Anthony Clement McAuliffe, 012263,
Army of the United States (major general,
U. 8. Army), to be placed on the retired list
in the grade of general under the provisions
of subsection 504 (d) of the Officer Personnel
Act of 1947.

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the Army of the United
States to the grades Indicated under the
provisions of subsection 515 (¢) of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947:

To be major generals

Brig. Gen. Conrad Stantion Babcock,
016104,

Brig., Gen. William Everett Potter, 017098,

Brig. Gen. Carl Henry Jark, O17556.

Brig. Gen, John Elliot Theimer, O17566.

Brig. Gen. Henry Ray McEenzle, O17623.

Brig. Gen. Barksdale Hamlet, 018143,

Brig. Gen. James Lowell Richardson, Jr.,
018232.

Brig. Gen. August Schomburg, 018422,

Brig. Gen. Edwin John Messinger, O18503.

To be brigadier generals

Col. Jacquard Hirshorn Rothschild, O18077,
United States Army.

Col. John Anderson Berry, Jr.,, 018473,
United States Army.

Col. Gunnar Carl Carlson, 018515, United
States Army,

Col. John Chandler Steele, 018668, United
States Army.

Col. Robert Augur Hewitt 018713, United
States Army.

Col. Ray Joseph Laux, 042102, United
States Army.

Col. Joseph Bdward Bastion, Jr., 019162,
United States Army.

Col. Chester Braddock DeGavre, 018262,
United States Army.

Col. William Beehler Bunker, 019402, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel,
U. 8. Army).

Col. John Lathrop Throckmorton, 019732,
Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U. S. Army).

The nominations of Jullan Leo Abell and
356 other cadets, United States Military
Academy, for appointment in the Regular
Army of the United States, effective June 1,
1956, upon their graduation, in the grade

8517

of second lieutenant, under the provisions
of section 506 of the Officer Personnel Act
of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th Cong.), sub-
ject to physical qualification, which were
received by the Senate on May 7, 1956, and
which may be found in full in the Senate
proceedings of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
for that day, under the caption “Nomina-
tions,” beginning with the name of Julian
Leo Abell, which is shovn on page 7581, and
ending with the name of Martin B. Zimmer-
man, which occurs on page 7583.

IN THE AR FORCE

The nominations of Francis Marshall and
422 other persons for appointment in the
Regular Air Force, which were confirmed to-
day, were recelved by the Senate on May 9,
1956, and appear in full in the Senate pro-
ceedings of the CoNGRESsIONAL REecorp for
that day, under the caption “Nominations,"
beginning with the name of Francis Mar-
shall, which is shown on page 7797, and
ending with the name of Marie L. Killwey,
which occurs on page T7898.

IN THE Navy
To be admiral

Vice Adm. Robert P. Briscoe, United States
Navy, to have the grade, rank, pay, and al-
lowances of admiral while serving in com-
mands and other duties designated by the
President.

To be vice admirals

The following officers to have the grade,
rank, pay, and allowances of vice admiral
while serving in commands and other duties
designated by the President:

Vice Adm. William M. Callaghan, United
States Navy.

Rear Adm. Carl F. Espe, United States
Navy.

RETIRED LIST

Adm., William M. Fechteler, United States
Navy, when retired, to be place on the retired
list with the rank of admiral.

The nominations of Asher P. Seip, Jr., and
1,051 other persons for appointment in the
Navy, which were confirmed today, were re-
ceived by the Senate on May 7, 1956, and may
be found in full in the Senate proceed-
ings of the CoNGRrESsioNAL REcorRp for
that day, under the caption “Nominations,”
beginning with the name of Asher P. Seip,
Jr., which appears on page 7583, and ending
with the name of John B. Wyatt, which
occurs on page T586.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Chservance of Armed Forces Week and
National Broadcasting Co.’s Wide, Wide
World Program

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ALAN BIBLE

OF NEVADA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Friday, May 18, 1956

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, the week
from May 14 to 20 marks this country’s
observance of Armed Forces Week. I
want to call the attention of the Senate
to an outstanding tribute paid to our sol-
diers, sailors, marines, and airmen on
Sunday, May 13, by the National Broad-
casting Co.'s Wide, Wide World televi=-
sion program.

Conceived on the theme of power for
peace, this program inaugurated Armed
Forces Week, and enabled some 35 mil-

lion viewers from coast to coast to ob-
serve nationwide demonstrations by the
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force,
and Coast Guard.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the CoNGrES-
s1oNAL REcoOrD some further observations
of mine about this program and Armed
Forces Week which I believe are timely.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcCORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BIBLE

Using some 83 television cameras, the
largest number ever assembled for one pro-
gram, Wide, Wide World established the
dedicated theme of Armed Forces Week when
Dave Garroway, the narrator, said:

“There's nothing free about freedom. We
don’t inherit it as we would a building and
Just move in and live.- It has to be bought
and cherished and maintained. Each of us
can add to the strength of the Nation—
morally, economically, politically, and mili-
tarily. And out of this strength will come
power—out of this power will come peace.”

»

In presenting the various services, Wide,
Wide World first introduced the Chiefs of
Staffl and Commandants of all our Armed
Forces at the Pentagon. They, in turn, ex-
plained to the viewers the role played by
each service in the defense of this country
and as a deterrent to war, later presenting
their commanders in the fleld in live dem-
onstrations of “power for peace.”

Through the eyes of television on last
Sunday afternoon, the viewers of this Na-
tion were able to see an Army demonstra-
tion from Fort Benning, Ga., an infantry-
tank-artillery demonstration team in action,
showing modern techniques and weapons
used by today’s Army and also, an airborne
assault where the viewer was present with
live cameras in the plane as the paratroopers
prepared to jump and actually took part
in the jump as one of the men carried a
portable signal corps television camera with
him in a graphlc exhibition of combat tele-
vision.

The Navy's participation included a spe-
cial run by the U, 8. B. Albacore off Long
Island with live cameras above and below
decks, a visit to the aircraft carrier Esser
off San Diego as a parade of Navy jets were
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